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brought by the EPA to enfom these :;.-ii 5251, Standards Development Bran'&, . . . 

requirements. '. ' ._ Eirrission Standards ~vi.4iOn*(MD-l3), 
- ~ D R E ~ ~ W :  ~ac~&uni.hfdma~on s:; U.S. Environmental Protection.&ency. 
& m e n t .  me b a m m d  inforintldon Research Trisingle Park, North Carolina 

staqdards may be obtained h m  the US;. 8 U m m y . w r n f l w n o w  The . 

EPA Libxafy (MD-351, Research Tfbgle ' following outline is provided to aid in 
Park, North Camha.27 mading the preamble to the final rule. ' . 

. *.-, :. .: . <  
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

' AGENCY . .  

. - ,  . .  
40 CFR Parts 9 and 63 

. (AD-FRL4732-9]. ; ~. document (BID) for the promulgated.. .- + , 2771L. .. ;. '. . . . . .  

;. . 
RlN 206O-AC27 

- .  National Emission Standards for 

Categories: Perch'oroethflene Cleaning Facilities . . .  . .  . . 

AGENCV: EhviromintaiProtectioA 
Ag&cy(EPA). . . . . . 

ACTION: Final rule. ' .  . 

SUMMARY: National e&on standards 
for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) 

Federal Register on December 9,1991 
(56 FR 64382). A notice of availability 
of new information on control of PCE 
emissions during clothing transfer at dry 
cleaning facilities that use transfer. dry 
cleaning machines was published on 
October 1,1992 (57 FR 45363). This - action promulgates national emission 
standards for PCE dry cleaning facilities. 
These standards implement section 112 
of the Clean Air Act (Act) and are based 

tor's determination , ~ OntheAdminiStra 

)fe~adous Air pollutants for Souse . n u d e r  (919) 541-277ir. L'Background ' 

. .  

for PerCJlloroethYl~e 0 dry 
cleaning facilities were proposed k the *.. . . . .  

. 

.,>. ; ..: . . .  . .  . 

to require a l l  new tmd existing major 
source dry cleaning facilities (emitting 
or with the potential to emit greater than 
9.1 megagrams (Mg) [1O.tons] per year . . 
of PCE) to controI.emissions to the level 
of the maximum achievable control :,- 

section 112.+oftheAcL . .... . >.,... G &e@ve Order 12291 - 
The intended efFect ofthis NESHAP is".- 

also torequire all new and existhg area . 

.or with the potential to emit 9.1.Mg [lo 
tons1 per year or less of PCE) to control :& ,Lik 0% cafegories and'Subcategories 
PCE emissions to the levelachieved by . i y ~ g  qt&gs, && u - 2,' 
generally available control technologies ..that and. c~fitl-c~l . . 
(GACT) or management ppctices. 

- aFECrmE DATE: September 22,1993. 
ludicid Review. Under section 

307[b)(l) of the Act, judicial review of 
the actions taken by this notice is 
available ody by filing a petition for J o ~  Diredoc 

' review in the US.. Court of Appeals for D i a O n  -13); 
the District of Colmbia Circuit within. h t d -  A p q  
60 days of today's publication of this park, 2??11.' .:. A-tlmhMrator finds "presents a threat-of 
rule. Under section 307@)(2) ofthe Act, FOR FlJRiHER INFO 
the requirements that are the subject of infomation concerning.the Sdards;  :. . .. environment." Section 112(c)(3) also 
today's notice mqq not be challenged contact h4r. George Sxhith at (919) ,541- ~ . directs the Administrator to listwithin . 
later in civil o r a i m i d  pmceedings 1549 or Mr. Fsed Porter at (919) 541- 

technology (MAW, &ii specified in .: 

- : . .  . so= dry &&gfacilities (emitting 

:: h i o m  o f ~ g + , ~ ~ . c o n ~ 1 ~  of 
. . HAP'S is achieved through 

pmdgat ion  bf emisdon h k h  . 1 
under sections l lZ(d)  and.llZ(f) for 

Apministrator tolist each categorY or 
in~bcategory of @a sources which the 

P@ . ' :'.ndve& effects to human health.or the 

5 years "sufficient Categohi or 

. 

. ..: , ~ t e g o r i g s  of 6- &at emit HAP'S. . . . 

y ' S M O n  llZ(c)(3) directsthe, . :. 
. 
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stringent than new source standards but stringent as the floor may be'considered; chemid and ph+ical properties which 
could be no less stringent than the Information about the hdus.try is . average emission fixnitation achieved by analpmi to develop model plant- 
the best performing 12 rcent of the populationsfor projecting qtional 
existingsources(exclu gceaain im ds, includhg W emission - :applicable 
sources) for categories and subcategories reb"Ucti0n levels, costs, energy, and 
with 30 or more SQUNSS or the best secondary impacts. S e v e r a l . r e ~ r y  achievable. ' 
performing 5 sources for categories or alternative levels (which nyy e 
subcategories with fewer than 30 different levels of emissions control or . 
sources (section 112(d)(3) of the Act). different levels of applicability or both) 

Once the-floor has been determined are then evaluated to deterxnine the - iegulation of PCE emissions h m  iLy 
for new or existing sourc~s for a . most plausible regulatory alternative to deaners under d o n  112, a private 
category or subcategory, the reflect the appropriate MACT or G A q  dtizens p u p  from w o n ,  Frankis P. 
Administra tormustsetMACTstandards level. ~ - . - Cooketal.,bmughtsuitagainstthe - 
that are no less stringent than the floor. The regulatory alternatives for new ' Administrator of the EPA to compel him 
Such standards must then be met by all versus existing SOU~CBS may be different, to issue a final rule regulating emisions 

and SB m t e  regulatory decisions must &om 7 SOuTcBs. authority of section 111 of the Act. The 
EPA and plaintiffs negotiated a . 

sources within the category or 
subcategory. However, in establishing be ma e for new and 
the standards, the Administrator may For both source types the se eded 
distinguish among classes, types, and - alternative may be more stringent than settlement of &e lawsuit whereby &e 
sizes of sources within a catego the MACT floor. However, the control agneed to enter into a a m a t  ~ 

' Decree. The U. S. District Court for the - 
d h ~ a b l e .  In Seleding a r e d a t W  District of Oregon entered the Consent 
level selected must be technically 

Act). Thus, for example, the 
Administrator could establish tko alternative to represent MACT or GACT, on 16,1990, (cook v. 

the EPA considers ?he achievable . Redly, No. 89-630 7E @. Ore]). In the classes of sources within a catego 
subcategory based on size and esta fish reduction h emissionS of HAP'S (and ansent -, &e 
a different emission standard for each possibl other pollutants that are co- . agreed to siga p r o p o ~  for 
class, provided both standards are at controlh), the cost and economic PCE dry cleaning facilities within 1 year 
least as stringent as the MACT floor. bPe* mads, and ather - . and'pmmulgate the standards within 2 In addition, the Act rovides the an*mentai impacts. me objective.& yeam following enactment of %e new 

to achieve *e maximum amendments to the ACL ~n acconiance 
with the Consent Decree, on November 

Administrator further gexibility to 
regulate area sources. Section lIZ(dl(5) emissionreductfan without. . - 
provides that in lieu of establishing 
MAC3 standards under d o n  112(d) 
the Administrator may romulgate 
s t a n ~ s w h i c h  provi& fortlie use of 
"generally available control . 
technologies or management ractices." 
Area source standards prom J gated 
under this authority (GACT standards) 
would not be subject to the U C T  
"floors"'described hbove. Moreover, for 

- source categories subject to standards 
promulgated under section llZ(d)(S), 

- the EFA is not requid to conduct a 
residual risk analysis under section 
ll2(Q. ~ 

At the end of the data gatliering and 
analysis, the EPA must decide whether 
it is more appropriate to follow the 
MACX or the GACT approach for 
regulating an -a so-categary. As' stated previously, MACT is required for _ _  . - 
major sources. If aU orsome portid of 
the sources emits lessthan 9.1 Wyr .. 
(10 tpy) of any one HAP (or less than 
22.7 M yr (25 tpy) of total HAP'S), then 

subcat ories within the source category 
and ap>y a -binatiorrMAcT/GAcT 
approach, for major m m s  and 
GACT for area sources. In other cases, 
it may be appropriate to regulate both 
major and 8188 soufces in a 80- 
category unda&f,4m. -.. - -4 . - . 

Themxtste inestablishingaMACT 
or GACT stan&d is the investigation of 
regulatory alternativtxt,With MACT 
stamiards, only alternatives at least as 

make it @e most desirable solvent 

' and the 

dry cleaners under the 
t f  

- 
subcategory (section l12(d)(1) o 7 the Or 

Tor 

of . -._ 
, 

Stand& 

it may d appropriate to define 
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(perchloroethylene~-todq emits 9.1 Mg/yr (10 tpy} or mom of any 
machines. l2m Admidstmtor found that one HAP or 22.7 Mg/yr (25 tpy) or mora 
these categories present *'a threat of of total HAP'S. The Ad states that new 
adverse effects to human health or the major sources must achieve the MA=, 
environment" which is the level of emission control 
As described &ve, the dry cleaning already achievedin practice w e  best 

subcat orized idto major and area further states that emission standards 
Jo-Xy clemers. me dry cleaning prom- for existing major souraw 
industry is also subcategorized into may be stringent than standards for 
industrial and commercial sectors.-All n m  so-; however, for 
industrial dry cleaners are major . .* . - . existtng major sources must not be less 
sources. commercial dry J-ers can be stringent than the average level of. 

emission reduction achieved by the 
cleaning industry is further average of the best performing 12 
subcategorized into -to+ and percent of the existhig major sources. 
transfer machines. Ai % ough two 

dry machines (plant and self-service) 

. industry subject to the NESHAP h .. controlled similar source. The Act 

major or -8 sources. The dry 

For new major dry cleaning facilities, 
subcategories of coin-operation *-to- the only signiscant &or for 

NESHAP. 

dry-to-dry machines, and transfer 
machine ciqers, that are controlled with ~ ~ ~ d ~ ~ ~ & ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ &  
refrigerated condensers to be closed- 
loop-in other words, the gas-vapor 
mixhrre the machint, caMot be 
vented to the atmosphere while the dry 
cleaning machine drum is rotating. 

considered MACT for new source dry- 
to-dry machines. At present, both of be external or internal, the gas-vapor 

s t r e h  must be routebback to (or these control devices are used widely in contained within) the machine in a 
closed-loop configuration, without the dry cleaning industqj. They are 

multiple times through the refrigerated The O-SiOns rern&@! in a 
condenser and that high. control conventional dry-to-dry machine, 
efficiency be achieved. The EpA conmlled with a refrigerated ' 
wishes to emphasize that the rule does condenser, at *e end of the dry 
not prohibit fan-and-vent systems which cleaning cyde 
operate when the machine door is open 
to reduce worker exposure to p(=E machine through a small carbon 
vapors left inside the drum at the end a d s o r b  either before the door to the 

machine is opened or venting the air 
through 8 carbon i~dsoher to the 
atmosphere as the door is o ened. NESHAP based upon the 

subcatego&ation of the dry cleaning . Information wasmade avai le to the 
industry discussed above is simmarized ProPo& indicating that 
as follows. several conventional vented dry-to-dry 

machines equipped with rekigerated 
1. Major Sources condensers currently operate in this 

manner (Le., the air remaining in the 
source as any stationary source that machine at the end of the dry cleaning 

ne de requires new and eg FOuOWing p r o p o d  howVera new 
information was provided to the EPA 

conclusions. A more detailed discussion 
of this finding Is presented in section 

. 
use of a refi crated 

is Although &e re&ige=ted condenser can and small. carbon a Orber together is 

venting to &e atmosphere. m s  a d h b  and ~ O n O ~ ~ Y  
that the gas-vapor stream passes feasib Y e as methods of control. 

be further ControUed 
the air mrnaining in the 

n e  se ection of the standiuas for this Of the Tg 
h 

Section 112 of the Act defines a major 

cycIebventecitoacarbonadsorberas . 
the door to the ma&e i$ r e d ) .  -- 

Useofacahnadsorber rprocess 
vent control tepresents the MAC" floor 
forexistingdry-to-drgmachinesh~ 
this b the average level of emission 
reduction achievedbythebest- . -- - 
p i k e  12 percent of existing major 
so- In considering whether to 
require controls above this floor, EPA 
distinguishedbetweenclassesof . 
machines. As noted earlier, the 
mmcimm achievable control . 
technology for existing uncontrolled 
dry-to-dry machines is refrigemted - 
condensers. However, M A a  for - . 
'existing dry-to-dry machines equipped 
prior to promulgation with carbon 
adsorbers is either a'refrigerated . 
condenser or a carbon adsorber. The 
fid&tdoesnotrequirethe . ' 

replacement of these d o n  adsorbers 
with re6igerated condensers. The 
Administrator could not conclude, 
basedoncurrentlyadlable - 
information, that requiring replacement 
of a well-operated &n adsorber with 
a refrigerated condenser was juit if id 

For transfer machine systems located 
at a major source, the NESW must be 
based on MACT. The Act states that 
MACX for new SOUICBS must be no less 
stringent than the best controlled 
similarsource.The.MACTmaybemore 
stringit, however, if the Administrator 
believes the balance between the 
additional economic, entqy, and 
environmental impacts of a more 
stringent Z m e n t  is reasonable. A 
transferm esystemwitha - 
refrigerated condenser and a room 
enclosure represents the best controlled 

- similar source. The only option more 
stringent than a transfer machine system 
with a room enclosure is a new dry-to- 

xy= es provide 
, complete control of clothing transfer 
emissions (Le., emissions released by 
transfer of clothing from the washer to 
the dryer of a transfer machine system). 
DIy-to-dry machines eliminate these 
emissions by eliminating the need to 
transfer clothing from a washer to a 
dryer (achieving 100 percent reduction 
of clothing transfer emissions). = 
The MACT for new transfer machine 

systems located at a major source is 
basdupon the use of dry-to-dry 
machines, thereby requiring new major 
source transfer machine systems to 
eliminate all emissions from clothing 
transfer between the washer and the 
dryer, Such a requirement efkctively 
bans or prohibits new transfer machine 
systems because no technology has been 
identified to date (including the use of 
hamper enclosures or roam enclosures) 
that could be added to a new transfer 

- . 

. 
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for thw sources, it would be difficuit 
to enforce emission standards at seweral 
thousand dry cleaning facilities across 
the country, eqsuring that each dry 
cleaner is achieving the emission 
standards. For.these reasons, as 
authonied under section 112(h), an 
equipment standard requiring the use of 
a refrigerated condenser, or an 
equivalent control device was selected 
to limit emissions from these sourc88. 

2. Equipment Leaks. 
Basedondrydeaningmachinetest 

data, as much as 25 percent of the p(;E 
emissions from an uncontrolled dry 
cleaning facility can be attributed to 
leaks from the dry cleaning equipment. 
Two possible formats for a standard to 
control these I& are anardssionlimit 
standard or a work practice standard 
under section llZ(h). 

an emission limit for a leak stgm leak souramwould need 
to be enclosed 80 that the actual 
emission rate could be mecwied. 
Beceuse this procedure would be 
impractical on the many poteptial leak 
sources on dry cleaning equipment, an 
emission limit format is not the 
preferred format for 1- 

Because control of fugitive afpment 
IeaLSrequimsmaintenance of e dry 
cleaning mpipment, the EPA is 
proposing a work practice with a - 

rogramto detect and repair leaks as the 
&gicalf-t.Theworkpracticewould 
specify the inspection time intervals 
and an inspection method to locate the 
leaks, and would limit the time period 
allowed to per€arx the mqthd 
maintenance andqairs. ~ z p o s e d  
inspectianmethodrepuireJ y a  
quantitative detarmination of the 
presence of a leak (Le., visual or use of 
a portable halogenatcid-hydmcarbon . 
detector). Although the effectiveness of 
this work practice cannot be quautified 
pnedsely, the EPA believes it would 
result in a substantial ductton of 
fugitive emissions. The work practice 
format haa been selected fix the 
' roposed eqnipment leak standard 
Luse lese time is mpim~ for 
demanstrating compliance, and the 
mcadkee ing and economic impactn 
associat BB with thia format are not 
.burdensome. 
D. Summv-of Changes Since h p o d  
Since pmposal:several changes have 

been made to the regulation. The 
changes affect new anddsting dry 
cleaning machines located at major and 
area sourc~s. At proposal, owners ur 

located at major orarea sources were 
given a choice of installing carbon 
adsortwfi or refrigerated condensers as 

operatoraofnewdry-ta-dTymachines 

~~ 

process vent control. At promulgation, 
all new dry cleaning machineilocated 
at major or area sources are wquired to 
Mall refrigerated condensers. 
The owner or Operator of a new dry- 

to-dry machine located at a major source 
is also requiredto fnsbsll acarbon 
adsorber to control the p(=E emissions 

- r e z $ e  end of the dry cleaning 

At proposal, new transkr machine 
systems were allowed and control * 

requirements for these systems were 
specified. At pmmulgation, newtr6nsh 
machine systems am prohibited t t ~ o 7 1 g h  
a regulatory requfrement prohibiting 
PCE emissions h m  clothhg transfa 

.between the washer and the dryer. This 
requirement cannot be met by new 
transfermachinesystemsevenifthese 
systems are endosed in mom 
endosures. . - -  

At proposal, exisdng uncontrolled 
dry-to-drgmachineslocatedatmajaror 
area sourtxs were given a choice of 
installing carbon a d s o b  or c 

refrigerated condensers as rocess vent 

. machinesystema locatsdatamasources 
wererequiredto install carbon 
adsorbem. At mdgation, exlstfng 

transfermacllinegpatemsarerequiredto 
fnstallrefrigeratedcondensers. Extsting 
controlled machfnes that already hsve a 
carbon adsoher, however, ~ l r e  not * 

required to install a refrigerated 
condenser forpmcess vent control. 

At ropod, existinguncontrolled 
tra& r machine systems located at 
ma'or sourc~g were required to install carbo n adsorbem. At promulgation, 
exidnguncontrolledtransfermac€dne 
systems located at major sources are 

condensers as prooess vent COntmL ' 

Existing controlled transfer machine 
systems at major sources that already 
have aaubon adsorber, hawever, am 
not required to install a refigmttctd 
condenser for procese vent control. Far 
control of fugitive emissions, aU existing 
txansfermachheaystemslocatedat 
major mums mast be enclosed witbin 
a room enclosure that exhausts to a 
mboniidsorber. - 
consumpdonaxsmptfonf6rprocess 
vent control at area sounxm was 220 

IIllLchine and 300 gallons of PCB per 
psar for a transfix machinesystem. At 
promulgation, the low soIvent 

vent control has been lowered and now 
applies to the total PCE solvent 
consumption of all mac€dnes at the dry 
cleaning facility rather than on a per 

in the dry cleaning machfne 

cycle, 

I 

contmLExisttnguncantto 9 edtransfer 

UIIContralled -to-dry machines and 

- 

rtvquired to installmagerated 

At proposal, the law solvent 

gallom? ofPCB per year fora dIy-tOdry 

c o n s u m p t i o n ~ ~ ~ f o r p r o c e s s  

machine basis. At pmmdgatfion, the law 
solvent cOllSumption exemption for 
procsss vent control is 140 gallons. of 
PCE per year fbr a dry Claaning hilie 
with only dry-to-dry machines or bath 
dry-t~machineaandtransfet 
machine systems, and 200 gallons of 
PCE per year fbr a dry cleening fadlity 
with anly tra~~~fsrmachines system. 

The levels of PCE Mmsumptjon 
distinguishingba'or h m  m a  sources 

.have been lowered h m  the pro ased 
levels and now a ly to the totafpcE 

facility rather than on a per machine 
. basis. The levels ofPCE consum@on 

distinguishing a major soma fiom an 
area source ere 2,100 gallons of PCE per 
year for a sourc~ with only dy-to-dy 
machines, and 1,800 gallorw of Pct3 per 
year for a BOUZCB with only transfer 
machine systems or bath dry-to-dry 
machines and transfier madhe systems. 
To trackPCE consumption, the m e r  or 

subjecttothisruleismquiredon 8 e 
first day of each month to compute an 

PCE purchases o v ~  the prenous 12 
months. - - .  

At proposal, polludon prmbtion 
practices [such as leak detection and 
repair) were required only forthose dry 

solvent c o m p t i o n  -mp!ion for 
.procs~s vent co&ml. At &mdgati". 
-allF'CEdrycleaningfa tiesmust 
. implement pollution pmmtion 
p d c e s  and operate their dry cleaning 
equipment acrording to &e 

There were no monitoring 
requirements included at proposal. The 
promulgated standards now require 
periodic monitoring of process vxmt 
control equipment. When opetatfng a 
refrigerated condensq on a dry-€- 
machine,atrausfermachinesyste~~~ 
dryer, ora reclaimer, the temperatm 01 
the outlet side of the reHgerated 
condenser must be me-- and 
recorded once per week when 
operating a refrigerated condenser on a 
transfer machine system w&, the 
differencebetween the inlet and outlet 
tem era- of the exhaust fmm the 
&eras it passes through the 
refrigeratedcondensamustbe ~ 

mr#lmuedandrecoKzedonceper~k 
when aperating an aisquf3 cttrbon 

&*to cantral process Wnt 
emissions, a colodmetric detectartub 
must be usitd to measure and record thc 

exha@ once pertnreet perfodic- 
desorption forcartrcm adsorbem is no 

owner or operator must foUm the 

consumption of 3 machines tit the 

operatorofinydrycleenfngfa& 

aannalpcEconsumpttimby*~g 

cleaning luadxines above the low 

manufactureisspedficattons. - 

1eVelfn the C d O I I 6 d S O I ' b ~  

long8r spedficallywqnired. InstBads 
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manufbcturar’s specifications for the 
proper operation of a carbon adsorber. 
The proposed rule would h v e  

required compliance within 18 months 
of publication of the final rule for 
ekisting dry‘cleanihg macbines with a 
design -capacity larger than 22.7 
kilograms (50 Ibs).;The compliance 
deadline for smaller machines would 
have been 36 months from 
promulgation. The final rule requires 
each existing dry cleaning system to be 
in compliance within 36 months of 
publication of the final rule, except that 
compliance with pollution prevention 
requirements and recordkeeping and 
reporting requirements is required 
starting 90 days after the rule’s 
publication. 

requires the EPA to set ComplianEe 
dates for existing sources that rovide 

practicable, and no later than %years 
after promulgation of the final rule (with 
certain exceptions). As explained in the 
background information document cited 
at the beginning of this notice, the EPA 
is dowing 36 months for control 
technology to be installed on 811 dry 
cleaning machines because of uestions 
about the marbt availahsty ban 
ad uate supply of refrigerated 
co%nsers. Qn the other hand, the EPA 
has concluded that the pollution 
prevention requirements of the rule do ~ 

uire signiscant capital 
not expen ”& ‘tures and are feasible far dry 
cleaners to implement within 90 days. 
These requirements consist of “good 
housekeeping” practices such as 
inspecting for leaks and keeping the 
machine door closed during operation. 
The earlier compliance date in the finaI 
-rule will result in earliez emissions 
reductions. 

The go-day applicability date for 
recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements will enhance the 

Section 112(i) of the Clean Air Act - 

for compliance as expeditious P y as 

promote and monitor compliance 
effectively. . 
E. Potential to Emit 
The annual major-source 

consumption levels (8,000 liters (2,100 
gallons) per year for dry-to-dry 
machines and 6,800 liters (1,800 
gallons) per year for transfer machine 
systems] represent the EPA’s 
determination of the volumes of PCE 
that are used and consumed by the two 
different types of machine in order to 
emit $0 tons of PCE per year. Because 
it is not economically and technically 
feasible toprecisely monitor and - 
measure early P(=E emissions at each of 
thedryCr eaning facilities affected by 
this rule, PCE consumption is an 
appropriate surrogate measure. The EPA 
has found that PCE emissions to 
ambient air are closely and predictabl 
related to-the volume of PCE used a n i  
consumed in the dry cleaning process. 
Accordingly, this rule does not require 
each dry cleaning facility to test and ‘ 

calculate the maximum annual rate of 
PCE stack and fugitive emissions for 
eachparticulardrycleaningmachine 
regulated under this rule. Instead, the 
consum don level assigned to each type 
of rhgtdkxgygxhine determines 
whe era is a major some (that 
is, whether it emits or has the potential 
to emit 10 tons or more of PCE). 

- The consumption levels differ 
between dry-to-dry (8,000 liters) and 
transfer machine systems (6300 liters) 
because the -.of a dry-to-dry machine 
results k lower fugitive emissions than 
the use of a tntnsfer machine system. 
Stated another way, a dry-to-dry 
machine is more efficient in its use of 
PCE h m  an air emission pers ective. . 
This higher eficiency m- Lt for 
each liter of PCE used for dry cleaning, 
a dry-to-dry m a h e  emits less PCE to 
the ambient air than a transfer machine 

machine can &e or cansume a greater 
system Accordingly, a dry-to-dry 

machines, and 7,600 liters (2,000 
ns) for transter machine systems. 

The difbmncx is due to the EpA’s 
determination that the major soufce. ** 

consumption levels for PCE established 
in the final d e  (8,000 liters or 2,100 
gallons for dry-to-dry machines and 
6,800 liters or 1,800 gallons for transfer 
machine systems) more accurately 
reflect the volume of PCE that each type 
of machine uses or consumes in 
emitting 10 tons of PCE. 

Under the rule, a dry cleanihg Eacility 
will be classified as a major or area 
source in the following manher. As 
previously-mentioned, a facility has the 
potential to emit more than 10 tons of 
PCE only if its solvent consumption 
exceeds the rule’s solvent use cut-off 
levels that divide major s o m s  from 
area sources. The owner or operator 
must certify to the regulating agency 
whether or not the facility’s solvent 
consumption wilI  exceed the cut-off 
level. If solvent consumption is greater 
than or equal to this cut-off level, the 
facility is to be considered a ma’or 
source and must comply with ah major 
sources requirements. If solvent 

. consumption is less than the cut-off 
level, the facility is considered an area 
source. 

Ifahcility is found tobe an area 
source, the next determination is 
wheth’er or not the facility must install 
area-source technoloa controls. To be 
exempt from technology controls, the 
facility’s certification must guarantee 
that solvent use is less than the low- 
solvent-use exemptionlevel. Otherwise, 
ama-som control tachnology 

. *merits apply tu the facility. 
ments amintended 

to e = & T Z  cleaning facilities 
that have the otential to emit 10 tons 
OfPCEconsi i% ringcontrolsstre - 
regulated as major sources. If re 
‘as an area source, a facility will 
requirsd to observe the limit on solvent 
consumption to whichit certified, as 

. 

enforceability and effectiveness of the volume of PCE than a transfer machine well as meet other requirements for area 
rule. One reason is that the applicability systembefore emitting 10 tons or more souas.  “‘he& am Federally enforceable 
of control technology requirements in of PCE to the ambient air; Amounts of requirements that wi l l  prevent area 
the rule depends on a facility’s solvent ec=E used and consumed in dry cleaning sources from emitting more than io  tons 
consumption over a 12-month period. If prooesses but not emitted to the ambient pf PCE in a year. After its compliance 
documentation of a facility’s solvent air at R dry cleaning facility include date, if an area source wishes to increase 
consumption was not required until 3 amounts of PCE transfed ofkite as operations or add a 

solid waste in used filters and spent 
impossible to deterxnine reliably which carbon, amounts transferred to increase solvent consumption above the 
control technology requirements apply wastewater streams, and amounts that majorsource cutoff level, the facility 
to a dry cleaning hcility. second, remain in cleaned clothing at the time must first comply with the rule’s 
requiring an initial report from existing of customer pickup. requirements for major sources. Failure 
sources within 90 days will encourage The major source consumption levels to do so would result in a violation of 
these sources to begin planning for. . established in the final nile dif%r from the rule. 
compliance kith the rule’s control the major source,cansumption levels in 
technology requirements at an early the proposed dry cleaning rule of establishing any precedents or paliciss 
date. This requimment also wil l  provide December 9,1991, The proposed major concerning the determination of a 
regulatory agencies with information source PCE conrmmptfon levels were hdlity’s “potential to emit” or its 
about regulated hcilities in time to 11.70 (3,100 gallons) for dry-to- CLasSification as a major or area soma 

years after promulgation, it would be machiqe, and the r23de&g t wouldbe to 

In this rule, the EPA is not 



-Federal-RegWer /-Val. 58, No, r a 2 - f  Wedmdiy; St?- 22, 1993 / Rules and-mdons49363 

under section 112, The P A  believes it 
would be unwise and lnapppriate to 
resolve these complex issues soIely in 
the context of the PCE dry c l d g  

nmmus unforeJeen pmblems and 
inequities in wguiatian of other 
categories of MIU~CBS. The EPA is 
considering these issues in a installprocessventcontro &vices. 
comprehensive fashion in light ofthe solely to  PIP the standards 
broad range of sourc~s for which promulgatedtoday. . - - 
NESHAP will be dmloped The EPA is 
presently cmtbuing to consider these 
issues and will tab whatever 

from e>tiShg dSaU@ 6acilities by con&=- appropriate actions that are necBSSary to 
a maximurn of 801318 5.500 resolve then 

collected in the steam condensate m. Summary of Environmental, tons) h m  process vent.amtd and 
Energy, and Economic Impacts some 18,000 Mg (19.800 tans) from leak generated d - d e s c t r p t i z  

reduction is based on projected . macbmem anextstlng A. Affected Fadties 
The number of new and existing nationwide PCE emissi- fmm existfns adsorberis estimated to gmeqtte 0.85 kg 

machines in 1996 (S yean from the date facilities in 1996 d 42,000 Mg (46.500 (1.9 lb) of PCE inwastewatet per  yea^ 
o f ~ r o ~ o s a l )  tons) in the absence of the standards. * HOW-, ~ n l  m e r s  or aperat<us Qf 
calculate the 5-year impacts of the  his emission reduction cxrrresponds to existing dry gpanIng 
standards. Industry estimates indicate a appmximateIp u percent of the total d d n  d o n  a&o&n hstded prim 
zero growth rate for commercial dry P(=E emissions f r ~ m  dextst inge to the &e of prbutulgation would be 
cleaning facilities. For this mason, the &aning facilities. This duct ion  is in allowed to continue to use a carbon . 
only new hdities projected to be addition to rednctfons achieved by adsorber as primary process vent 
cor~mcted during the 5 following controls atready in plaat in many of control. 
the date of proposal (between 1991 and these facilita, a d  d u d o m  In additian to process vent canfrul, 
1996)m an estimated 7,700 new anticipated in the absanw of the owkms or operators of existing transfer 
commercial facilities which replace "AP. . machine systems located at major 
those that retire. Iudustrial dry cleaning kt 1996, the stan& am expeded to SOOUICBS would be mquired to install a 
facilities are declining because many of reduce nationwide emissions b m  new mom endm with a carban adsortwr. 
these facilities am switching 6mm the. dry cleaning hcililiesby a maximum of A-carbon ads& on the mom 
use of- to the use of water to wash some 1,100 I+& (1.~00 tons) from enclosure is estimated to be 
limens and uniforms. For this reason, no process Wnt conmi and &ome 7,800 Mg approximately me-third the size of a 
new industrial facilities are projected (8,600 tons) fimn leak detection and typical carbon adsorber USBd to control 
between 1991 and 1.996. Appro+ately repair. This emission reduction is based process vent emissions. A typical 
28 urdustnal fadbes would returt on projected nationwide PCK emissions transfer machine system locatedat a 
during this period. in 19% Of 15.800 IbQ (17,400 tans) from major source with a carbon adsorber on 
fn 1996, based on the estimates of the mom enclosure is estimated to 

machiAe retirement approximately absence of the standards. This emission generate 0.28 kg (0.60 lbt af PCE in 

industrial facilities wiU be subject to the percent &ions from addition to &e 0.85 kg (1.9 Ibl of € 0 3  
st~dards .  Taking into 8ccouLLt the low dl new dry &* &&ti= in wastewater generated if the transfer 
solvent consumption exemption levels machine systemhasacarbon adsorber 
for existing area sources, approximately from a new or &sting dry controlled process vent 
9,700 of these existing kcilities would cleaning facility located at an area 
be required to install process vent SO- with d wceipts of $~OO.OOO machines at major sources d be 
control devices. Of these facilities, operating a typical sl;cre dry-to-dry required to install a carbon adsorber to 
however, approximately 6,500 are machine with capacity crf 15.9 kilograms control the P a  Temaining in the dry 
expected to decide to install recess cleaning machine drum at the end of th 

mfcigemtd condenser me pmjeded to 
State or local regulations. &us, in 1996 be 0.77 Mg (0.85 tons) h m  process vent is dso estimated to be apPIOXhatelJ' 
approximately 3,200 edsting facilities co&ol and 0.8 Mg (0.88 tons) from leak one-thitd the dm Of a typical d o n  
are estimated to have to install p m s s  d&e&on and repair. mmrnf.s adsorber used to cuntml process vent 
vent control devices solely to comply greater than 5-g -&on in emissions. A mid -to-dry machin 

emissions 
AS mentioned above, between 1991 - dry machine of this m e  and process vent and a d o n  adsorber to 

and 1996,7,700 new facilities are receipt IeveL control the PCE emissions remaining ic 
projected. All of these facilities are the machine drum is expected to 

to process vent --k. C. Water, Solid Wash?, m, and generate &out 0.31 kg (0.68 %I of p(=E 
Of these new facilities, approximately Radiation b ~ a h  inwastewater eryear. 
7,300 are expected to decide to install 
p v  vent control devices to comply PCE in wastewater generated on a 
\VI& State or I d  regulations. Thus, in national basis by dxy cl 
1996 approximately 400 new facilities in the absence ofthe stand 

are estimated to instd process wmt 
control devices solel to compburith 

because the result a d d  mate  projected v i r o n m e d  energy, and 

water quality d t s  fiom the PCE 
contained in a eous wastes genmed 

The following discussion presents the refrigerated candtmser, a small m i o m  
of PCE is g e n d  and collected in the 

economic impacts for 3- based on the separator water. A typid refcigerat6d 
estimated 3.200 existing and 400 new condenser controlled dry-ta-cIry . 

machine is estimated to generate about 
0.03 kg (0.07 lb) of PQS in wastewater 
per year. Owners or operators of all new 

facilities that would be 

dry cleaning machfnes and thosa 
existing unamhlled dry deaxdng 
machines that am above the low solvent 
consumption exem tion levels m u l d  

the s t a n d d  p-&td today. 

"Fp["' to 

b y t h e w l  r tfirices.Whmrrshnga 

- 

B. 
1996, the standards 

d U C e  natianwide 6-m Of be -d to & refrigerated 

When using a &n adsorber, PCE is (6,000 

- detection and repair. Thisemission c a r b o n A T  existing -to-dry 

P ~ W  in oderto 

. 

dry &&g faeiLities in &e 

17,400 existing commercial and reduction do to about 43 waSt6water eryear. This amount is in 

~n 1996, a n n 4  emissions of PcE 

$-to-dr 
owners or operators of neW 

(35 (lb)) -trolled with a - .. vent control devices to corn P y with dry cleaning &e. This  carbo^ adsorbe 

with the standards promulgated today. mm-&ohd dry++ with a refrigerated con 9 Basercontrollei 

The requirement far use of It is project$ that the total amount c 

=2%taaffe5 
refrigerated condensem rdnimizes the 
impact on water quaBf~ resulting fiom 
the standards. Thepmjscted impact on in 1996 
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would be 5.9 Mg (6.5 tons). With the 
standards, the amount of p(=E in' 
wastewater generated on a national 
basis by dry uleaning hcilities is . 
projected to be about 6.1 Mg (6.7 tons] 
in 1996, an increase'of about 0.2 Mg (0.2 
ton) per year (corresponding to an 
increase of about 3 fircent). 

The solid waste impact of the 
standards is considered minimal. The 
main types of solid waste generated 
from controlled dry cleaning machines 
are spent carbon from carbon adsorbers, 
spent carbon from cartridge filterk. 
solvent sludge (muck), and still bottoms. 
Neither a carbon adsorber nor a 
refrigerated condenser would affect 
muck, still bottom, or cartridge filter 
carbon generation, so no impact due to 
the control alternatives was calculated 
for these waste types. 

Periodic replacement of the carbin 
bed associated with a carbon adsorber is 
necessary to maintain the performance 
of a carbon adsorber in coptrolling PCE 
emissions. According to carbon vendors, 
the carbon is likely to need replacement 
ap roximatelyevery5 ears. 

!Or a typical 15.9 kg y35 lb] existing 
area source dry-to-dry machine 
controlled with an existing carbon 
adsorber installed rior to today's date, 
the'amount of sodwaste generated 
from spent carbon is estimated to be 
approximately 25 kg (55 lb) per year. 
For a typical 113 kg (250 lb) existing 
major source dry-to-dry machine 
controlled with an existing carbon 
adsorber. the amount is estimated to be 
approximately 90 kg (198 lbl er year. 

be genekted in the absence of the 
standards. 

New major source dry-to-dry 
machines with refrigerated condenser 
and carbon adsorber conpol would also 
require periodic replacement of the 
carbon bed. For a typical major source 
dry-to-dry machine with both 
refrigerated condenser and carbon 
adsorber control, the amount of solid 
waste generated from spent carbon is 
estimated to be approximately 8.4 kg (19 
lbl per year. 

Existmg major some transfer 
machine systems with carbon adsorbers 
on their mom enclosute's would also 
require periodic replacement of the 
carbon bed. For a typicai major source 
transfer machine system with 
refrigerated condenser process vent 
control and carbon adsorber control on 
the room enclosure. the amount of solid 
waste generated from spent carbon is 
estimated to be about 8.4 kg (19 lbl per 
year. For a typical major source existing 
transfer machine system with carbon 
adsorber rocess vent control and 
carbon aiorber control on the room 

These are the same amounts tg at would 

enclosure, the amount of solid waste 
generated h m  s ent carbon is . 
estimated to be J o u t  98 kg (217 lb) per 
year. 

It is projected that theamount of . 
carbon discarded every 5 years in the 
absence of the standards would be 880 
Mg (970 tons) or an average of 175 
(193 tons) per year. With the stand 
the amount of carbon discarded on a 
national basis every 5 years would be 
890 Mg (980 tons) or an average of 177 
Mg (195 tons) per year. This 
corresponds to an increase in national 
solid waste impacts from both new and 
existing dry cleaning facilities of about 
10 Mg (10 tons) of carbon discarded 
approximately every 5 years, or an 
average of about 2 Mg (2 tons) of carbon 
every year (corresponding to. an increase 

impacts associated with these standards. 
D. Energy Impacts 

The energy impacts resulting from the 
standards on a nationwide basis are 
considered *ala. Electricity is . 
required for cooling the coils of the 
refrigerated condenser and for operating 
fans and generating steam for desorbing 
existing carbon adsorbers. The total 
increase in annual electricity use for 
existing dry cletmingfacifities in 1996 
resulting from the standards would be 
about 2,454.500 kilowatt-hours per year 
(KW-hdyr) (390,000 British thermal 
units per year (Btu/yr)). The total 
increase in annual electricity use for 
new dry cleaning facilities 1996 - 
resulting from the standards would be 
about 276,600 KW-hr/yr (44,000 Btdyr). 
The total increase in annual electrici 

be about 2.731.100 Kw-hriyr (430,000 

3s , 

* 

- of about 1 percent). 
There are no noise or kdiation 

use for all facilities nationwide woul x 
Btu/Yd. - 
This increase in electricity 

requirement is equivalent to about 
700,000 liters (3.400 barrels (bbl)) of fuel 
oil per year for electricity generation for 
existing facilities and about 79,000 liters 
(380 bbl) of fuel oil per year for new 
facilities. The total increase for all 
facilities would be about 780,000 liters 

corresponding to an increase of 0.7 
. (3,800 bbl) of fuel oil per year, . 

percent. 

BS required by the standards, the 
By installing a refkigeratedcondenser 

eledcity +uirement for a typical 
uncontrolled dry cleaning facility with 
one 15.9 kg (35 lb) dry-to-dry machine 
is e ected to increase by about 600 Kw)lgr/yr (95 Btu/yr) in 1996. 
E. Cost Impacts 
The nationwide cumulative 5-year 

capital casts in 1996 of complying ~4th 
the standards would be about $35 

1993 I Rules and Regulations 

million. The cumulative 5-year capital 
costs for existing fhilities would be 
about $32 million and about $3 million 
for new facilities. 

- The total nationwide annualized co-sts 
in 1996 of complying with the standards 
for process vents would be about $9 
million. This estimate does not include 
credit for solvent savings. If a credit for 
solvent savings is included, the total 
naaonwide annualized cost is about $4 
million. The annualized costs in 1996 
including a credit for solvent savings for 
existing facilities complying with the 
standards would be about $3.4 million, 
and about $0.5 million for new 
facilities. 

in 1996 for both new and existing 
facilitiescomplying with the standards 
for pollution prevention, leak detection 
and repair, monitoring, re orting and 

million. This estimate does not include 
credit for solvent savings. If a credit for 
solvent savings is included in this 
estimate, these facilities would have a 
total annual cost savings of $7.6 million. 

For a typical new area source facility 
with annual receipts of $200,000 with a 
15.9 kg (35 lb) dry-to-dry machine. the 
capital cost of a refrigerated condenser 
is $6,300. and the resulting annualized 
cost of this process vent control is 
$1,000. The resulting annualized cost 
for the above typical new area source to 
perform pollution prevention, leak 
detection and repair, monitoring, 
reporting, and recordkeeping is about 
$460. This estimate does not reflect 
a d i t  received from solvent savings. If 
a credit for solvent savings is included. 
this typical facility would have a total 
cost of about $350. 

F. Economic Impacts 
The economic impact kessment 

includes a market component and a 
financial component. The market 
component focuses on the adjustment of 
market prices and quantity of dry 
cleaning as a result of complying with 
the standards. The financial component 
focuses on the ability of firms to obtain 
the money to buy the control = 

equipment. 
The upward price adjustments me 

projected to range between 0.15 and 2.3 
ercent in various markets, with the 

nual markets. The do_wward 
adjustment in total dry cleaning is 
projected to be about 0.5 percent. If the 
whole quantity adjustment we= 
translated into closures rather than 
reduction in output at many cleaners. 
the net closures would be projected to 
be just under 260. 

The total nationwide annualized costs 

recordkeeping would be a E out $10 

est increases being found in small L3 
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The financial analysis indicates that Information for Proposed Standards, 
firins in belowgverage financial EPA-450/3-91-020a” and “Economic 
condition may face difficulty in Impact of Regulatory Controls in the Dry 
obtaining the re uired funds to Cleaning Industry EPA450/3-91-021,” 
purchase contm 9 equipment from which desdbed in detail the regulatory 
traditional loan sources such as banks. alternatives considered and the impacts 
The analysis projects between 0 and 830 of those alternatives. Public comments 
fixms will be in this category. These were solicited at the time of proposal, 
firms will either obtain other financing and copies of the BID were distributed 
(vendor-aided, relatives, personal assets, to interested parties. 
etc.), close, or sell their firm; 

economic impacts are discussed in additional information became available 
greater detail in the BID’S and the about transfer enclosures used to control 
economic im act analyses for the PCE emissions during the transfer step 

“Dry Cleaning Facilities-Background of availability of new information was 
Infomation for Promulgated published in the F e d d  Register on 
Standards,” EPA-450/3-91-020b; “Dry October I, 1992, describing this . . 
Cleaning FaditiedackgrovsId - information and requesting public 
Information for Proposed Standards,” comments. 
EPA-450/3-91-020a; “Economic Impact Beawe no persons q u e s t &  the 
of Regdato Controls in the Dry opportunity for oral presentation of 

and “ E C O ~ O ~ C  Impact of Regulatory either the pro osed “AP or the 
controls in the DrJr cleaning Industry,” notice of av J ability of new 
EPA-450/3-91-021b. Additional information, a public hearing was not 
information on impacts is found in held. 
SUppOrting information for the notice of The public comment period for the 
availability of new information, proposal NESHAP was &om December 
“Information Package on Transfer . 9,1991, to February 9,1992. A tow of 
EnClos~re~,” NO. A-88-11, Item 32 comment letters were received in 
NO. IV-M-I). response to the proposed NESHAP. The h addition to the eCOnOmiC h p a d  public cornat was reopened 
analysis, the cost effectiveness of for the notice of availability of new 
alternative standanis was eva~~ated information b m  October 1,1992, to 
to the least to ’ November 2,1992. A total of seven 
reduce emissions and to enme that the comment 1e-m wtrre received in 
controls required by this rule are response to the notice. All comments 
reasonable relative to other regulations. hve been -fully and, 
In this where determined to be appropriate by 
would reduce the PCE dry &aner’S &e Administrator, changes have been 
operating costs and Produce an average made in the proposed 
5-year total cost effectiveness of $550 
per Mg ($500 per ton) of PCE emissions V a  significant comments and a84W 
reduced. Additional details on costs can to the standards 
be found in the BID’S. camments on the proposed NESHAP 

and the notice of availability of new IV. public Participation 
information were received mainly &om 

interested parties were advised by control agencies; trade essodations: and 

FR 11861, Janua~y 11,1991, of ameeting discus sion of these comments and 
of the National Air Pollution control responses can be f-d in the 

AdvisOV to promulgation BID, which is referred to discuss the NESHAP being developed 
for the % industry. TbiS preamble. me summat~r of comments 
m e e m  w s  held on January 30, 1991s and responses the BID s m e s  the 
The meeting was open to the public and, basis for the 

-each attendee was OPPodty made to the bemwn propod 
to comment on the ”Ap 
recommended for proposal. 
. The standards were proposed and 
published h the Federal Register on 
December 9,1991 (56 FR 64382). The 
preamble to the pro osed standards 
discussed the av&!ility of the BID and A. Regulatory Approad 
the economic impact analysis: “Dry 
Cleaning Facilities Background 2. Collocation 

As a result of public comments 
The tmironmend, energy, and ~ received on the proposed standards, 

proposed an 1 promulgated standards: for transfer machine systems. A notice 

cleaning In 3 ustry,” EPA450/3-91-021; data, views, or arguments ConCBrning 

the Promulgated standards 

to propod Of the hdmtry; State and local pollution 

public notice h the Federal (56 groups. A 

in the mDRESSES don of this 

that have been 

and promulgation. The major comments 
and res onses are s u m m W  in this 
reamb P e and, for ease of discussion, 
ve been divided into the following 

areas: 

1. h4Am vu. GACT 

1993 / Rules and Regulations49365 
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B. Emission Conh.01 
1. Perfonname of Refrigerated Condensers 

and Carbon Adsorben 
2. Low Solvent Consumption hemption 

Levels 
3. MACT lor New Dry-tO-Dry Machines at 

Major Sources 
4. Banning Transfer Machine Systems and 

R€tClaimf3rS 
5. Room Enclosures on Transfer Machine 

SYStamS 
6. Vapor Barriers 
7. Dry Cleaning Ventilation Requirements 
C Monitoring and Equivalency 
1. Monitoring Control Devices . 
2. Determiniag Equivalency 
3. Delegation of Authority to Determine 

D. OtherIssu& and Follow-up to Today‘s 
Action 
1; New York Study 

.2.t3womla ‘ Well Investigation Program 
3. Follow-up to Today’s Action 
A. Regulatory Approach 
1. h4ACT vs. GACZ 

Several commenters remarked on the 
use of maximum achievable control 
technology (MACl‘) versus generally 
available control technology (GACT) for 
rewlatim? cleaners. Most of these 
commenters elieved that hUCI’ should 
be used to regulate all dry cleaners. One 
commenter, however, believed that 
GACT was the appropriate basis of 

. Equivalency 

- -  - 
%&Oa e commenters ‘. who felt MAm 
shouldbe applied to all dry cleaners 
argued that-&ere is sufficiint and 
compelling health effects Information 
regarding PCE to warrant application of 
MACTtoeUdrycleaningmacbines 
regardless of type or size, and that 
section 112(c)(3), (Le., R threat to human 
health and the en-ent by sources 
individually, or in the aggregate) 
warrants the application of MAm 
controls for all area source cleaners. 
As stated in the proposal, 2 e EPA has 

concluded that area source dry cleaners 
resent R threat of adverse effects to E ealth or the environment. For this 

reason, commerdal dry cleaning 
Eacilities that are area sources were 
added to the list of source categories 
under section 112(c)(3) to be regulated 
under the Ad, Listing an area s o w e  
category under section 112(c)(3), 
however, does not 
regulations develope for this source 
category must be based on MAC”. These 
regulations may be based on MACT or 
the ma bebasedonGA(ST. de &A does not agree that the 
health effects information regarding PCE 
is so compelling that it warrants 
application of MAm to all small area 
source dry cleaners. There axe a range ol 
OpMOllS in the SUenti6iC COlIXmdtJ’ aS 
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to the potential for PCE to cause cancer 
in humans. Further, to the extent that 
PCE may be a human carcinogen. 
existing evidence indkabs that its 
potency is relatively low. 

Duringdevel entofthsregdation 
the EPA concluEhthat many small area 
solrnoedrydeaningfacWiesmay 
experience adverse economic im ects as 

on MACT. For this reason, the GACI’ 
approach was selected as the basis for 
regulating small area some dry . 
cleaning facilities. 

to regulate area source dxydeanerc;, 
several anrunenters ackwwlsdged that 
section 112(k) of the Act outfines a 
comprehensi~ strategy ta rerlllce HAP‘S 
from area s o w s .  These commen@s - 
did not, however, believe that such a 
strategywouldreduasPcEtnnissimro 
sufficiently frmn ami source d-ry 
cleaning facilities. Consequently, these 
commenters asserted &at residual risk 
review should be required for all dry 
cleallt3rSbeXlSUt3thatpublichnnlthi.S 
ade uately rotec&8d. They argued that 
rtis~adp&cpolicptoap IyGACr 
to the vast majority c L m g  
facilities+ thus precluding a d d a d  risk 
assessment at e later date. Basad 011 
knowledge gainedon public expasum to 
PCE fmm dxycleaninghciEththey 
maintained that it is absal*ly 
necessary that such a riik assessment be 
conducted for this muma categq. 

sectinn 1 w  ofih3mdireds the 
EPA to develop a strategir b canm 
HAP emissians from area r ourcesin 
urban areas.The strategy,among other 
things.mustachieve BIIBBSOUFCB 
emissicus re- Emm the 30 HAP’S 
that pose the greatest threat to public 
health and edhieve at leasta 75-pem3nt 
reductionjn cancer incidence fromall 

need for emisinn contrds beyond 
GACTatdrydeaaerSdbe 
reconsideredin the context ofthe 
overall u h n  air strategy and the 
relative ~ ~ ~ t d i u t i ~  af PCE emissions 
from dry cbaningfaditiesb urban 
e osures. 
%thougharesiauelris;k d y s i s  is 

GACT may also 1ectivt3 addual risk 
analysis. Secltion 1-a of the Ad 
states that residual risk analysis is not 
required for area sources zegulated . 
under GACT. This sectba however, 
does not precluda tuea SO~TCBS irnm a 
residual r i s k d y s j s  and, ifwananbd, 
theEPAwiIl~u~htabareoidualbk 
analysis for the area source d q  cleaning 
source categary. 
The one r.nmmnnter who agreed with 

the EPA’s W i n  to use GACT to 

a result of imposing a regulation !I ased 

En commenting an ihe &ice of GACT 

stationary sallrces. Cansequenty, the 

- 

requiredforsources~ l lnder  
hum, those 6OuZcBS regulated undar 

. 
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2. Low Solvent Consumption Exemption levels. Also, there could be as many as dtawing the air remaining in the 
Levels 65 additional business closures. The machine through a small carbon 

adsorber either before the door to the 
requirement to be generally achievable. machine is opened (similar to tlie 
The EPA considered it unreasonable, Permac Consorba@l or venting the air although the economic impact of 

small e&ting area - tbrough a carbon adsorber to the 
solvent consumption exemption levels atmo here as the door is opened. cleaners can be significant, the proposed 

Indw?, information was made available low solvent consumption exemption due to the high costs and excessive 
to the EPA after pro osal indicating that levels would exempt existing small area 
several convention vented dty-to-dry source facilities they believed pose the 3,800 fdms and 1,400 

largest health threat to individuals. closures) that would result. The machines equipped with refiigerated 
decision to exempt certain low solvent condensers currently operate in this These commenters stated that, as a 
consu_mption facilities was based on the manner (Le., the air remaining in the human Op'lations* more peo le are . evaluation of the potential economic machine at the end of the dry cleaning 

cyde is vented to a carbon adsorber as 
the door to the machine is o ened). area source 9 cleaners than from large smaller businesses are individually industrial complexes. such as chemical 
emissions between a Permac Consorbaa the midst of population centers. Some and a conventional vented dry-todry 

believed that virtually all addsting solvent consumption exemption levels machine quipped with a refrigerated 
area some dry cleaners contributing to condenser and a small carbon adsorber 

on the vent. Similarly, there would be this problem would be exempted q d e r  
the PmPomd They a& of extending no difference in emissions between a 
that *e reevaluate the low Solvent oiution prevention practices, such as Permac Consoha@ and a conventional 
consumption exemption levels to ensum E* detection re air, to dry no-vent dry-to-dry machine equipped 
that a larger m u d m  of Small existing &&g facilities an$ concluded that with a refrigerated condenser that 
area s o w e  dry cleaning facilities is these impacts are reasonable. mus, in passed the air remaining in the machine subject to the NESHAP. the final NESHAP, all dry cleaning at the end of the dry cleaning cycle 

Neither the proposed nor the final facilities requined to implement through a carbon adsorber, before the 
NESHAP ingudes low solvent additional pollution revention door to the machine is opened. 
consumption exemption levels for new practices, as l,& detection and Under the Act. MACT for new major 
area source dry cleaning facilities. The rep&, sources must be no less stringent than 
roposed. as well as the final NESHAP, the bestcontrolled similar source. As a 8 o w e v ,  includes low solvent 3. MACT for New Dry-to-Dry Machines redt, the final "Ap requiras that 

new major source dry-to-dry machines consumption exemption levels for at Major Sources; 
existing area sources. . ~ Commenters stated that additional be equipped with a refrigerated 

At proposal, the impacts of lequiring controls should have been considered as condenser and that the air remaining in 
the use of refrigerated condensers or MAGI' for dry-to-dry machines. A ney ~ the machine at the end of the dry 
carbon adsorbers to control pr0~es.s vent m a a e ,  the p e m c  - cleaning cycle be passed through a 
emissions from dry cleaning machines ConsorbaQ. was mentioned by one carbon adsorber prior to opening the 
were judged to be unreasonable for area commenter. This machine uses a carbon machine door or that'the air remaining 
sources consuming less t h a  760 and adsoher in conjmdon with a in the machine be passed through a 
1,000 liters (200 and 300 gallons1 of P(=E refrigerated condenser for process vent carbon adsorber as soon as the door to 
per year for dry-to-dry machines and control. The cornenter indicated that it the machine is opened. Thus. the level 
transfer machine system, respectively made sense that a dual control system of control required for major new source 
(corresponding to aanual receipts of would achieve better control than a dry cleaning facilities is equivalent to 
$100.000). In response to comments, the machine with one control device. - that achieved by thePermac Consorba* 
EPA reconsidered these low solvent technology. 
consumption exemption levels. The Con&a@ may be described as a dry-to- uired for 
EPA concluded that lowering the 
exemption levels to 530 and 760 liters devices in series-a refrigerated major sources. Under the Act, MACX Eo; 
(140 and 200 gallons) per year for dry- condenser followed by a carbon existing sources must be no less 
to-dry and transfer machines, adsorber. The reported advantage of this stringent than the average emission 
respectively (corresponding to annual system over a conventional dry-to-drp limitation achieved by the best 12 
receipts of $75,000) was warranted and machine e uipped with only a percent of existing sources. Less than 1: 

dry machines are using a refri erated 
reasonable. 
* In 1996. this change would require the PCE concentration in the air 
approximately 500 more dry cleaners to Femaining in the machine once the dry condenser in combination wi a arbor 
install refrigerated condensers to control cleaning cycle is complete. adsorber to control PCE process vent 
procm vent emissions from dry Conventional dry-todry machines emissions. However, MACT can be mor 
cleaning machines and would reduce vent or release the vapors remaining in stringent if the Administra tor 
PCE emissions by an additional 450 Mg the machine at the end ofthe dry determines that the balance of costs, 

cleaning cycle. The Permac Consorbaa energy, and environmental im acts of (500 tons) per year. The cost of 
controlling those facilities with annual controls these vapors with a carbon choosing a more stringent leve of 
receipts between $75,000 and $100,000 adsorber before the machine door is control are reasonable. - 
fs $0.9 million. As many as 165 opened. Assuming a 95-percent emission 
additional financial failures are The emissions remaining in a reduction for a carbon adsorber, the 
estimated to result from lowering the conventional machine at the end of the incremental cost effectiveness of the 
low solvent consumption exemption dry CleanLng cycle can be controlled by additional emission raduction achiever 

Several commenters believed that judged this in the 

dry however, to further lower the low 

Bp and closutes (up to 

Of their location in Pma@ to 

expose c f  to air toxicics h r n  sm& existing impact of of the 

mere is no diffemnce in single family-awnd plants. which not Mually located in est&Ehents.  
~n to lo&dg the low 

area so= dry cleaning 
for facilities, e EPA reevaluated the 

In the simplest sense, a Pennac 
The MACI' is also 

dry machine equipped with two control existing dry-to-dq ma % es located at 

refrigerate 1 condenser is that it reduces percent of existing major source dry-tO- 

& 

Y 
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by requiring conventional dry-hdry 
machines with a mfrigerrrted condenser 
to also install a c d u m  adsoher would 
be in the mnge of approximately $7.700 
per M ($7,ooO per ton) of PCE for a 
mica! existing dry-todryma&e 
located at a major mpxce. I€ the 
efficiency of the carbon adsoher is less 
than 95 percent (as the California m y  
data mentioned d e r  suggests), the 
cost effectiveness would ba even higher. 
Because this additional cost of control is 
quite high for the additional amount of 
emission reduction achieved, &a EPA 
does not consider this lwel of ccmtml 
reasonable for an existing drg-to-dry 
machine located at a major sosouIce. 

4. Room Enclosures an Transfer 
Machine systems 

' 

Cammenters suggested &et the @A 
consider vapor containment and cwtrol 
systems. cormnmly r e € d  to as "morn 
enclosures," as MAm br transfer . 
machine systems. 

Room enclosmes capture and wnt the 
fugitive PCE emissions from dothing 
transfer between the orrasher and the 
dryer at tnmbfer machine system to e 
carbon adsarber. Since clothing transfer 
emissions am a significant portion of 
overall transfer machine system 
emissions, contml of these through a 
room enclomre would achieve 
additional emission redndions. 
The only type of u m t d  devicethat . 

could effedively contml PCE emissions 
on a room enclosm is a carbon 
adsorber. As stated pdous ly ,  however, 
new informath flee., the California 
survey) indicates that cattmn adsorbets 
achieve a lower level af emission 
reduction in actual practice within the 
dry cleaning industry than originally 
thought. 

a 9S-percent reduction in ICE . 
emissions, the incremental cost 
effectivenessdreqnirtng room 
enclosures with carbon dsotbers rn 
existing major source transferrnacihine 
systems wodd be as low BS $330 par Mg 
($300 r tan] of PCE. h fact, m n  if the 
cmroPeefficimcy ofthe carbon a-r 
was as low as 20 percent, &e 
incremental cost ef&xtimess O€ 
requiring room endosum on majur 
sourcetransfmmat5inesystemsHoUid 
be about %1,9(M per Mg {$l.700 pet ton) 
of XE. 

Although the EPA does not believe 
the control efficenq ofcarbon 
adsoltwrswithinthedrydeaning - 
industry is as low BQ 10 percernt. making 
such an assumption for tha purposs of 
calculatians efkctively hdicabs that, 
even at low control e w e s .  the use 
of room enclosures at majorsouro 
transfer machine systems is reasonabl0. 

- 

Assuming a carbon ad& achieves 

consequmt€y, the find NEsIiAf 
re- theuse ofroom ln&mr0s with 
CarbanadsodmsatwxistingmaJOr . 
s o u r e e t r a n s f e r ~ s y s t e m s .  

use m m  enclosures is not estimated to 
result in any additiond €inand 
failures or chums. Initially, due tu the 
limited number o f v e n h d m o m  
enclosures, the EPA was concerned with 
the creation of a market for these 
devices. With few vendors and a large 
demand, &e p&x of mom e 4 m  
codd rise s igd icant l~ ,  However, if 
required d y  for those few d s t i n g  
major source transk m&o systems. 
the demand for mom enclosures is not 
judged sufficient tu cause a m 

of requiring a m  enclosme aw 
considered ummonabb. The 
inmmmtal costeifectiwmess of 
requiring aroomdosurs  h a  typical 
area source couldbe us-high as $9,800 
per Mg $8,900 per ton) of PCE, BYBD. if 
the carbon adsorber is achieving ahigh 
percent emission mddun effiu 
(e.g., 95 pmnt]. Ifthe carban ads 
is operating at e ltmercoafrol 
efficiency, the resulting incremental 
cost effectiveness wouldbeevenhigher. 
The number of additiondfinadal 
failwas could be as high as 1.100 kith 
as many as 260 additional dosures if 
roomBnclosur%swereI.aqrrired mall 
existirrgareasonroetrrmsfermacMne 
systems. U to 500 dditimai 5mmciaI 

closurwwoulddfromsudxa 
requirement OLL only the Iage'st area 
sources (e.g., those with annual fBcBipts 
op.er%100 ,~ t .  Inaddition, with d y a  
few vendors ofmom BndaSnres, the 
P A  remains coxmmedwithdm impact 
thatextendinga ~ tformom 
enclosuIss to all mcistiq transfer 
machinesystemareasourceswauld 
have on the price of room enclosu~~s. 
For these reasons, the A-tor 
considers room endosures wwasonable 
for existing transfer II18Chine system 

5 . 3 a m i n g l h n s f e r ~  Systmm 
and Reclaimers 

Commentmsrecwmrsndadthatthd 
EPAimpose aban anthe&Qf newat 
usedtramfermachinespstams.One , 
commenterbe&avadthattrarrsfm_ 
machineqstemsamdfinbeingoffered 
and sold fa dryduamm,and.fhat e 
a b  c m t h e s a h v f t r a m f e r ~  
systemsddpmwntdrycfeaners 
from purchasing these 

thatnomn+tmri&r&e 
were being sold ur hadbaep1 so d in 

trans ?ge-gmaprsoura, rm&eqstemdrydsanersto 

riseintheprimofaroomen P- osnre. 
For existmg 8188 sources, the impacts 

z* 

failuressn i asman+s?iadditiimal 

- 

area sources. 

P I i o r t o p ~ . ~ % ~ % m d  

F 

recent &rs h e  primarily to the 
adoption of the OSHA ermissible 
exposumlimitPEL)o P 25pcatsp i  : 

OSWPEL Inillion (-2lz23 edtoraduce 
19,1989). The 

Based OII the w& expoglre to 
level of FCt3 emitted during ihe clothing 

systams,transferma&esystemswere 
viewed as incapable of meeting the 
OSHAPEL. Consequady, the EPA 
believed it was not nBcegary to develop 
regulations that effectively banned or 
proWited the use of new trsnsfer 
machine Systams. 
Following proposal of the NESHAP 

for dry cleaners. however, the Eleventh 
Circuit Appeals Court remanded the 
PEL to OSHA. In addition, information 
provided to the EPA, following proposal 
indicabs that many owners or aperatars 
oftransfermachine systems were 
meeting the OSHA PEL by inmasing 

their wodms. Mmover, it was learned 
that transfer machine systems, 
manufactured for use with petrolerim 
solventscwldbe used as PCE transfer 

transferstt3pattransfermnrSline - 

ve3Atilation orrotating the p h m e n t  of 
- 

made it clear 

being sold for use with d+to-dry 
machinestoincreasetheclothiug 
throughput ofthe m a t 3 d 1 ~ ~  Are- 
is BssBIltiQur a dryer. and its use with 
a dry-to-dry machine d f h i v d y  
converts the dry-to-dry mar)lins toa 
washer, thus creating anew transfer 
m a c l l i u 9 S ~  

thnsequautly. &ha EPA has 
mcmsidernd its odtion at propas& 
that a ban or proLbition of new transfer 
machine systems isunnecessary. 
For transfer machine systems located 

at a major source, the N E S W  must be 
basedmMAcTThe Act statestbat 

bnr nsw sources must be no less 
stringent than &e best cantrolled 
similar source. A transfer machine 
system with a room enclosure 
represents the best corrtroned similar 
source.TheMAcTma bemore - 
beliwes the blince between the - 

additional economic, energy, and 
environmental impacts of a more 
stringent requirement is reasonable. The 
only option more stringent than a 
transfer machine systgm with a room 
enclosme is anew tky-to-dxy machina 

'Fhy-to-Qy machines provlde 
complete CDntrOf of dothing transfer 
emissions fie., missians deased5y 
traderofdotfiing frvm the washer t o  
ithe dryer of a transferlnaohine system]. 
D r y - t o - d r y m a d l i l l 8 s e ~ -  

transfer e"iss'm& g from a washer tu a 

ptdngant.however,iftgeAdminisrr&** - 

e'hinating the need to 
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to-dry machine creates a new transfer cleaning plant every 5 minutes. In test, therefore. would create a significant 
machine system. addition, commenters recommended impact by almost doubling the cost that 

that all dry cleaning machines install a the NESW would impose. 
ventilation system capable of' The economic analysis conducted . - 6. Vapor Barriers * 

In addition to room enclosures, some maintaining a :-- &velocity of prior to proposal indicated that many 
commenters requested that vapor 0.6 meters per second (100 feet per operators will likely experience 
barriers be requiredto prevent seepage minute) through the loading door of the difficulty in obtaining capital to 
of P a  to adjacent a' artments. It was dry cleaning m a w e ,  whenever the purchase emission control equipment. 
also suggested that & cleaning door is open. To preclude unreasonable economic 
fadties located h close proximity to Venaation.*ments in and of impacts, the N E S W  does not require 
residential buiidings or food service themselves would not reduce vent controls on existing sources with 
establishments be uired to have emissions. From the perspective of the an annual P a  conwmption of less than 

facilities with &-to-dry machines or 
MSHA~, the E ~ A  believes it is mom 530 liters (140 dons) per year for 

milings to separate the dry cleaning appropriate to focus on the use of 
facility from other areas in the building equipment or techniques that p m e n b  760 liters (200 gallons) per par for 
and to deter migration of PCE emissions. or controls emissions rather than to facilities with transfer machine systems. . 

seepage of PCE emissions into adjacent merely rather than reduce, fulhedged performance test to 
living or working areas merely contains e ~ s i o n s ,  determine compliance would add 
the emissions in the dry cleaning significantly to the economtc impact of 
facility. Installing vapor barriers c6uld systems were w d  and the the NESHAP and would result in raising 
lead to elevated PCE concentrations in muted through a Wn-1 device, the low salvent consumption exemption 
the work mas and public of the a d o n  a b o h r ,  this would levels for existing sources and decrease 
dry cleaning facility, resulting in reduce rugitive &ions; however, it the f3dSSiOn reductions achieved by the 
increased worker and public expo- at . could be prohibitive1 expensive, me 
the dry cleaner* Vapor NESHAP, therefore, J oes not include NEsHAp Several should commenters believed emission that the 
also be very expensive for a dry cleaning d e g  -tilation 
owner or operator to instau Estimates -menb. the other hand, the . limitations and performance testing for 

carbon adsorbers. They believed that an 
emission limit for carbon adsorbers is - indicate that installation of a va or N E S "  does not preclude a dry 

barrier in a 30 by 50 by 20 foot &y cleaning frorn fnstalling 
cleaning facility would cost ventilation systems. Moreover, where because Operating 
approximately $6,500. Based on local authorities consider a Ventilation ~ ~ ~ ~ $ ~ d ~ ~ ' ' - ~ h  
availab1e idonnation. 
considered unreasonable for a national or hinder authorities id 
standard due to their high cost and their ,+y failure to control or reduce PCE peasures such as ventilation systems. 
emissions. . . 

repair p- to fusitive PCE founded. There is, however, incentive 
concems expressed by many 
commenters about the potential im act 
of fugitive emissions. As mention J' ~ ~ ~ ~ T h ~ ~ o ~ h ~ v ~  -for an owner or operator to properly 
earlier, to address these concerns, the -siom at dry cleaning fadt ies .  operate and maintain dry cleaning 
final NESHAP requires control of emission control equipment. Having 
fugitive emissions by leak detection and C. a d  EqGVdenCY invested what for most dry cleaning 
repair. As a result. the "Ap will 1. Monitoring Con-1 D&= hcilities willbe a substantial sum of 
significantly reduce fugitive €"E money in this eqyipment, properly 
emissions from all dry cleaning Many commenters stated that the operating and maintaining it will 

"Ap should contain some type of provide some returp in terms of 
m ~ v d  m. Proper operation and 

situations where they believe the use of They asserted that req.uuulg the dry maintenance will result in lower PCE 
vapor barriers may be warranted, SU& deaning owner or operator to install consumption and reduce the dry 
as the situation of a very large dry certain equipment and follow work cleaner's operating costs attrr'butable to 
cleaning establishment without practices without a perfarmance test pQE purchases. 
adequate ventilation located in an will not necessarily d y c e  emissions. 
apartment complex Cases mcfi as us The commenters felt the only way to however, the final NESHAP requirss the 
are best handled on a site-specific basis emsue t d ~ ~ i o n  reductions Was to owner or operator to follow the 
at the local level. establish and enforce an emission limit equipment manufactum's 

performance testing. specifications regarding proper 
7. Dry Cleaning Ventilation %L d in the proposal operation and maintenance of 
Requirements preamble, the cost of requFring an owner equipment. In addition, the N E S W  

Commenters recommended including or operator to undertake a full-fledged- recpims the owner or operator to 
dry cleaning ventilation requirements in performance test to demonstrate maintain a log containing information 
the final NESHAP. Specific dry cleaner compliance with emission limits brised on the proper operation and 
exhaust or ventilation requirements on the use of a refrigerated condenser or maintenance of control devices. 
were recommended. such as adopting a carbon & d e r  w d d  be expensive To help dry cleaners determine that 
the National Fire protection Association ($3,000 to $5.000). especially compared the control devices are operathg 
(NFPA) Standard 32 for dry cleaning to the cost of this emission control properly, periodic monitoring is also 

pment ($6,000 to $8,000). The required in the final "Ap. If the "%" a htional cost of such a performance control device used to achieve 
plants (1990 edition). This would 
require an air change within the dry 

vapor barriers on all "r! oars, walls, and 

h*g vapor barriers to prevent focus on that Im osing additional costs by requiring a 

If dry cleaning plant ventilation 

barriers are system n e c e s q ,  the "AP does not do&rs with damaged or 
leaking dampers drast idy reducing 

The concerns of the commenters 
reganling poor operation and 

frorn w&g 

The Admlnlfitrn tor with implementation of a leak detection and maintenance of equipment are 

~ emission control efficiency. 
The NESHAP requires the 

S, local &n&s may find emission h i t  and p d ? y c e  testing. 

Beyond this economic incentive-, 



' .  
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of indoor air pollution in residences 
located above dry cleaners, Many States 
and environmental groups referred to 
this study in their public comments on 
the NESHAF, and several commenters 
submitted copies of,the study as 
attachments to their comments. They 
believed that the stqdy shows that the 
risk to public health from exposure to 
PCE emissions from cleaners is 

regulation. They mentioned that, 
although the Act does not specifically 
address indoor air ollution, indoor air 

air emissions. 
The New York Study focuses on dry 

cleaners located in AIbany, New York. 
All 102 dry .cleaners listed in the Albany 
telephone directory were contacted. Of 
these 102 dry cleaners, 67 deaned or 
pressed clothes on the premises. Uf 
these 67.6 had occupied residences 

significant and should %3 targeted for 

emissions eventual P y become ambient 

above them. 
- 

The levels of PCE in the indoor and 
outdoor air at residences located above 
the 6 dry cleaners ware measured over 
a 24hour period. Identical 
measurements were taken at the same 
time at 6 control residences located at 
least 100 meters (330 feet) away from 
each dry cleaner. The control residences 
were selected based on their similarity 
to the study residences in terms of 

e, age, and neighborhood. bd-T The stu y found indoor air 
concentrations of PCE ranging from 100 
to 55,000 dcrograms per cubic meter 
(rncg13) 115 to 8,000 parts er billion 

dry cleaners. The cancer risk estimate 
associated with these levels, based on 
the EpA's unit cancer risk estimate for 
PCE and lifetime exposure, is 1 in 
100.000 to 1 in 100 (10--5to 10-2)- 
Control residences had indoor air PCE 
concentrations ranging from 6 to 100 
mcgIm3 (1 to 15 ppb). The cancer risk 
associated with these levels is 1 in 

10-5). 
The New York study ihdiites that 

PCE emissions can accumulate in 
residences located above dry cleaning 
facilities, resulting in inmased public 
exposum to PCE. While not definitive. 
in the EPXs opinion, based on various 
observations inciuded in the New York 
study, the major contributor to the 
elevated PCE levels measured in the 
residences located above these dry 
cleaners seems to be fugitive amissiom. 
2. California Well Investigation Program 
The California Well Investigation 

Program is an assessment of ground, 
water contamination undertaken by the 
State of California. The study contends 
that P(=E contaminated discharges into 

(ppbll in the 6 residences P ocated above 

1Do~0.00~ to 1 h 1 ~ 0 ~ ~ 0 0  (io-' to 

-. * 

sewer lines b dry cleaning facilities has 

areas. 
The Califomia-stuiy focuses on w e h  

in the Central Valley Region, which 
suppIy drinking water to municipal 
water system. Water drawn from 215 
out of some 2,000 wells tested contained 
detectable levels of PCE. Of these 215 
wells, water drawn from 47 wells 
contained levels of PCE above the 
maximum contaminant level WCL) of 5 
parts per billion (ppb) in the National 
Revised Primary Drinkhg Water 
Re lations. !% gas m e y s  and b u n d  water 
movement around 21 of the 47 wells 
with levels of PCE above the MCL 
indicate the source of p(=E 
contamination in these wells to have 
originated from sewer lines. In 20 out of 
these 21 wells, dry cleaning facilities 
were identified as the sole users of PCE 
~ o ~ e c t e d  to the sewer lines. Soil gas 
surveys along the main sewer lines 
downstream from sewer laterals 
connecting the 

concentrations of PCE. As a re!dtD the 
study concludes that dry cleaning 
facilities are the source of the observed 
PCE contamination. 

Recovery of PCE for reuse within the 
dry cleaning process generates 
wastewater contaminated with PCE. 
Most of the P(=E contained in this 
wastewater is mcoveml in a water 
separator. Water from the water 
separator. however, is routinely 
discharged to the sewer at many dry 
cleaning hdities. Separator water 
g e n e d y  contains about 150 ppm of 
Pa. but it may contain as much as 30 
percent p(=E, if the water separator is 
poorly operated. 

Dry cleaning machines that use a 
refrigerated condenser for process vent 
control generate about 190 liters (50 
gallons) per year of separator water; 
those with no mcess vent control 

machines that use a carbon adsorber for 
process vent control, on the other hand, 
generate about 7,600 liters (2,000 
gallons) per year of separator water40 
times that generated by a refrigerated 

contaminate cr gmund water in several 

cleaners to the main 
sewer lines also % owed relatively high 

- 

generate even P ess. Dry cleaning 

condenser.- 

PCE dhcharged to sewers from dry 

- 

The California study concludes that 

cleaning fadities can contaminati 
ground water. Whether the primary 
sourca of PCE discharged to sewers by 
dry cleaning Eacilities is the result of 
leaking equipment, accidental spills, or 
PCE contaminated wastewater generated 
by dry c l e e g  or that generated by 
emission control equipment installed to 
control process vent emissions, 
however, is unclear. 

The use of carbon adsorbers for 
process vent control significantly adds 
to the amount of PCE contaminated 

-wastewater generated by dry cleaning . 
facilities. While not conclusive, this 
suggests the use of carbon a&orbers for 
process vent control may be a primary 
contributor to ground water ollution 
resulting from dry cleaning i d t i e s .  
3. Follow-up to Toilay's Action 
The SPA believes. based on 

information received to date, that P(=E 
contamination of indoor air and ground 
water may present problems that 

. warrant additional Federal actions. The 
EPA considered seeking an extension of 
the court deadline for the final rule to 
deal fully with these issues. This course 
of action, however, would have 
postponed the health and . 
environmental benefits of the rule for an 
extended period of time. The EPA 
determined that the best environmental 
protection would be achieved by issuing 
today's rule as expeditiously as 

ossible. and deciding subs uently 
gow to address rbmaining a o o r  air 
pollution and ground water . 
contamination associated with P(=E drv 
cleaners., 

at reducing PCE contamination of 
Today's rule, while targeted primarily 

outdoor a.6, may reduce indoor air 
containination in some locations 

and process vent emissions from v through requirements reducing 

cleaners. In addition, the d e  requires 
uncontrolled machines to be controlled 
with refrigerated condensers, which will 
minimize generation of wastewater and 
solid waste. 

In order to gain additional insight and 
understanding into the issues of indoor 
air ollution and ground water 

hcilities. the EPA will convene a public 
meeting (see Public Meeting under 
ADDRESSES at the beginning of this 
preamble). The objective of this public 
meeting wilt be to gather additional 
information and solicit public comment 
on the magnitude and severity of the 
problems highlighted by the New York 
and the California studies and potentid 
solutions or approaches for dealinwth 
these problems. Copies of the New York 
and California studies ate included in 
Docket No. A-88-11 [see Docket under 
AWRESSES). (The New York Study is 
Docket No. A-88-11, Item No. N U 5  
with additional information in Item No. 
IV-J+O; the California Study is also 
part of Item No. IV-J40.) The EPA also 
would like to be informed of other 
studies conducted by States (or others) 
that address the relative efficiency of 
carbon adsorbers and refrigerated 
condensers, and their impact on air 

PO lr ution associated with dry cleaning 
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(5) Potential meaSUFBs to prevent or 
further contamination of 

emissions. Anyone wishing to speak 
and make presentations at the public minlmlze 
meeting andfor wishing to submit ground water with PCE, including but 
written comments, please see the. not limited to: 
section Public Meeting under cleaners. (a] Use of wastewater evaporators by 
ADDRESSES at the beginning of this g. The extent to which evaporators are dry cleaners. 
preamble. : in use. and their impact on air quality (b) Rquimd replacement of existing 
The EPA will use the information as well as wastewater contamination. . carbon adsorbers used for process-vent 

received from the public meeting, as h. The relative performance of vented control with refrigerated condensers, 
well as written comments, in deciding versus ventless machines in reducing perhaps through a gradual phaseout. 
whether additional actions should be PCE emissions. (The EPA particuiarly solicits comment 
taken to reduce health and 1. The relative effectiveness, cod, and on how the EPA could use its legal 
environmental risks from dry cleaners. affordability of the available options, as authorities to require a gradual 
The EPA will, at a minjmum, publish well as key advantages and drawbacks, phaseout, the environmental benefits of 
and distribute the information presented including information on: a phaseout, and the economic feasibility 
at the pirblic meeting. The EPA may (1) The economic impact of a of potential phase-out schedules): 
then use this information to develop requirement to replace existing carbon (c] Improved maintenance of dry 
guidance for States and local agencies; adsorbers with refrigerated condensers. cleaning equipment through improved 
and/or develop additional regulations. (2) The economic impact of a training of dry cleaning workers or other 
At the meeting, the EPA will explore the requirement to replap existing transfer information dissemination activities: 
desirability and feasibility of using a machines with dry-to-dry equipment. . (d] Encouragement of emerging PCE 
regulatory negotiation or other i. The ~ R D I O D I ~ ~ I ~ ~  Federal role in . emission control technolodes that use 
consensus-building approach to address 

. .  (7) Other strategies, control 
technologies, and poUutf on prevention 
methods that can reduce hgitive 
emissions, especially at small dry 

these issues. 
With respect to indoor air pollution, 

the EPA specifically requests States and 
the public to provide their views and 
any available information on: 

a. The number of dry cleaners co- 
located in buildings with residences or 
businesses, 

b. The extent and severity of indoor 
air contamination with PCE from dry 
cleaners, and the adequacy of existing 
data on this problem. 
c. The extent and severity of PCE 

contamination of fatty foods in 
residences, restaurants, and food stores 
that are co-located with or located near 

d. The extent to wlhch PCE indoor air 
contamination results from fugitive 
emissions or process vent emissions. 

e. The amount of fugitive emissions 
from different types of dry cleaning 
machines, and from the various pieces 
of ancillary equipment associated with 
the dry cleaning procesS. 

€ Methods for reducing PCE 
contamination of indoor air, including 
but not limited to: 
(1) Improved maintenance involving 

the use of instrum ents to inspect dry 
cleaning equipment for leaks of PCE. 

(2) Increased mom ventilation andlor 
ducting of emissions outdoors. 

(3) Collection of steam press 
emissions. 

(4) The use of vapor barriers. 
(5) Improved training of dry cleaning 

workers, or other information 
dissemination activities. 

(61 A phaseout of existing transfer 
machine systems (today's d e  
effectively bans new transfer machine 
systems but does not limit the 
time that existing transfer mE:d Of 
systems can remain in service). 

dry cleaners. 

enkowa&~ &res;uirins steps to reduce adsorption but do not genbte 
PCE amtamination of indoor air. wastewater because regeneration is - 
k. The proposition that the EPA performed through heat desorption 

should voluntarily conduct a residual rather than steam stripping: 
risk analysis for area 80- dry [e) Spill prevention and control 
cleaners, 8s well as a statutorily measures; 
mandated risk analysis for major (fJ Aban or limit on the discharge of 
s o m s ,  to assess remaining health and PCE-contaminated wastewater to 
environmental risks after installatran of sewers; 
MAGI' and GACT tecbnobgy. (Based o n  @) Disrd of dry cleaner wastewater 
the resuits of thia analysis, the EPA at hazar ous waste facilities; 
d d  assess Whether mare stringent, . (h) The practical use of dry cleaner 
health-based standards am wanented). wastewater in boilers; and 
L Exemination of coinsperated dry (i) The relative effectiveness, costs, 

cleaners exempt from this "Ap to and affordability of the available 
evaluate their patendal contribution to options, as well as key advantages and 
indoorairpolldon. drawbitch. * : 

m. Eoaluation of appropriate o erator (6) The appmphte Federal role in 
training and certiftcation metho&. encouraging or requiring steps to reduce 
With respect to ground water fhe threat of ground water 

contambation and solid waste contaminaton from dry cleaners. 
generation by dry cleaners, the EPA While examining these issues, the 
specifically reqwsts that States and the EPA, as part of its Design for the 

investigating potential imbstitutes for 
PCE in dry cleaning and developing an 

contamination of ground water with incentive program to encourage all dry 
PCE from dry cleaners, and the degree cleaners to use control measures and 
of health threat posed by this work practices that minimiw health and 
contamination; environmental risks. 

The D5 program, which Goperatid 
wastewater discharges, accidental spills, by the EPA's Office of Pollution 
equipment leaks, and im roper Prevention and ToxicS, fosters 
hazardous waste disposafto this ground cooperative study on a voluntary basis 
wates conteminafioa with businesses and trade associations 

in specisc industries to evaluate the 
contaminated with P(=E to make it safe risks, performance, and costs of 
for drinking, and the costs and alternative chemicals, processes, and 
feasibility of cleaning up ground water technologies. The DE program is 
contaminated with PCE, currently evaluating a variety of 
(4 The &gee of solid or hazardous alternatives to the current use of P(=E in 

waste generation associated with the dry cleaning, as well as emission contrc 
preventiodcontrol technologies, technologies for dry cleaning 
informition on how these wastes am equipment, through its Cleaner 
managed and their environmental Technologies Substitute Assessment 
impact. (CTSA). 

public mvide their views and any Ell*xlmeIlt @f?i$prOgramis 
availab P e information an: 
(1) The extent and seventy of 

(2) The relative contribution of 

(3) Costs of treating well water 



system. A simple periodic inspection of 
the dry deaning frrrjlitv willalert the 
owner or operatat of any leaks. The 
leaks centhen berepairedonatimdy.. 
basis, both meeting the goals of the 
NESHAP.and saving the owner and 
operator the cost of replacing the PCE 
otherwise Iost throtlgh €ea.ks m the 
system. Therefore, bquent periodic 
inspections at al l  facilities.are needed to 
ensure thatthegoaloftheNESHAP is 
attained. However, to address concern 
for thosa existing kcilities with annual 
receipts below S75,000, these fadlitfes 
are required to perform leak detection 
on a hi&y, rather than a weekly, 
basis. 
With respect to the SBcMd hue, the 

5-year retention period for records: The 
types of rem& required to be kapt 
require very little storage space and are 

det- compbca and following 
through with any necessary enforcement 
action. The renvdkeeping required is SO 
minimal that the recDlids for a &year 
period literally could be kept in one 
slotebook The usefulness of the 5-year 
record mtention eriod for the EPA 

facilities are so numerous and the EPA's 
inspeciian and audit resources so 
limited that inspEtdions of any given 
facility will, of necessity,be rare. 
Congress recognized this. andgranted a 
5-year &atUte OfIimitAtions for 
NESHAP. A record ratentian period of 
less than 5 yeam would prevent the EPA 
from anfarcing its re '0~11; for lewer 

mandated. The retention of records over 
5 years also allows the EPA to establish 
a source's history and patterns of 
compliance for urposes of determining 

action. In many cases. the additional 
infonnatian couldbenefit the source. 

Send comments regarding tlie burden 
estimate or any other aspect ofthis ~ 

coilection of information, including 
suggestions for reducing this burden to 
Chief, Information Policy Branch m- 
223Y); U.S. EnvironmentaI Protectfon 
Agency, 901 M ?beet SW., Washington, 
M: 20460; and to the Office of = 
Information and ReguIatory Afkirs, 
Office of Management aqd Budget, 
Washington, M: 20503, marked 
"Attention: Desk Officer for EPA." 
c. Executive order 12291 

Under Execntive Order ('EO.) i ~ s i ,  
the EPA is reqUirea to judge whether a 
regulation is a "major &" ead 
therefore m b j j  to the requkmmts of 
a regalatory impact analysis CRIA). The 

12291 fin: determining whether a 
regulation is a major rule am ES follows: 

of great predical utility for purposes of 

resultsfrom the Lctthatdry Jeaning 

years than Congress P as spedficauy 

the appropriate P eve1 of enforcement 

dt&8 forth hl d O n  1 d E . 0 .  
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(1) The rule is likely to have an annual 
effect on the economy of $100 million 
or more; (2) the rule is likely to cause 
a major increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, iddividual industries, 
Federal, State,:pr local governments, or 
geographic regions; or (3) the rule is 
likely to result in significant adverse 
effects on competition, employment, 
investment, productivity, innovation, or 
on the ability of United States-based 
ente rises to compete with foreign- 
base ? enterprises in domestic or export 
markets. 
This promulgated regulation is not a 

major rule because it would result in 
none of the adverse effects mentioned 
above. The total annual cost is estimated 
to be less than $14 million ayear, far 
below the $100 million criterion set 
forth in E.O. 12291. The price impacts 
are estimated to range from 0.5 and 2.5 
percent. The economic impact analysis 
on the industry indicated that output 
adjustments are about a 0.5 percent 
decrease. These smell market 
adjustments indicate that no significant 
adverse effects on competition, 
employment, investment. productivity, 
innovation, or international trade are 
expected. Therefore, this regulation is 
not subject to an RIA. 

This promulgated rulemaking was 
submitted to the OMB for review as 
requid  under KO. 12291. 
D. Regulatory Flexibility Act 
The Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 

U.S.C. 601 et seq) requires the EPA to 
consider potential impacts of 

romulgated regulations on small 
Business "entities? A m a t o r y  
flexibility analysis is required if 
preliminq analysis indicates that a 
promulgated regulation is expected to 
have a significant economic impact on 
a substantial number of small entities. 

Firmsinthedrycleanin industryare 
classified as smell or large%ased on 
annual sales receipts. Commercial firms 
are classified as small if they earn less 
than $2.5 million per year. By this 
definition, over 99 percent of 
commercial dry cleaning firms are small 
(v. S. Department of Commerce, 1980b). 
The economic impacts of the 

regulatory alternatives were analyzed 
based an consumption of PCfi but 
described in terms of dry cleaning 
revenues. 
For the commercial m a  source 

categories, the economic analysis did 
indicate &t many firms within the 

less than $75,000 would be af€ected 
signXrrtn.tly by the pmmulgated 
standard. Below this annual m i p t  
level are found the very smallest family- 
operated businesses with low annual 

class of Bourcsswith annual receipts of 

p(=E consumption and few employees. 
Due to economic considerations, on1 
pollution prevention measures (i.e., YBak 
detection and repair) are required for 
this class of sources under GACI'+o 
process vent control is required. 

For the class of sources with annual 
receipts of $75,000 or greater, the 
economic impacts are much smaller. 
Less than 260 net closures due to the 
promulgated regulation are rejected. 
me analysis indicates that E m s  in 
below-everage financial condition may 
face difficulty in obtaining the required 
funds to urchase control equipment . 
from tracitional loan sources, sud as 
banks. The analysis projects between 0 
and 830 firms will be in this category. 
These firms will either obtain other 
financing (vendor-aided, relatives, 
ersonal assets, etc.). close, or sell their L . For more detail see "Economic 

Impact Analysis of Regulatory Controls 
in the Dry Cleaning Industry" (EPA45/ 
3-91-021b) and "Dry Cleaning 
Facilities-Background Information for 
Promulgated StandarM' (EPA450/3- 
91-020b). 

In summary, excludin irements 

sources with annuaI gross receipts of 
$75,000 or hss drastically reduces the 
impacts on the commercial dry cleaning 
sector. 
E. Msc€?llaneous 

regulations codified at 40 CF'R part 70, 
any sourca that is a major source under 
the Act or any nonmajor source subject 
to a standard under sections 111 or 112 
of the Act must obtain an operating 
permit. (See 5 70.3(a)(l).) The part 70 
regulations also provide that n State 
may, at its discmtion, defer all nonmajor 
sources from the obligation to obtain a 
part 70 permit until such time as the 
EPA finishes a rulemaking regarding the 
applicability of the part 70 program to 
nonmajor sources. Part 70 further 
provides that, for nonmajor sourc~s 
subject to a future standard promulgated 
under section 111 or 112, "* * the 
Administrator will determine whether 
to exempt any or all such applicable 
sources h m  the requirements to obtain 
a part 70 permit at the time that the new 
standard is promulgated." (See 5 70.30) 
(11 and (21.1 

Today's final dry cleaning rule does 
not exempt area source dry cleaners 
fium permitttng requirements. The EPA 
believes that permitting these nonmajor 
souzc~s will enhance the 
implementation and enforcement of the 
rule by clarifying how the rule applies 
to a particular source, and how relevant 
parts of the to-be-promulgated general 
provisions apply to dry claaners. The 

for process vent control !T or e class of 

Under the operating permit 

general provisions. which were 
proposed in the Federal Register on 
August 11,1993 (58 FR 42760). 828 
generic requirements that sourks 
subject to section 112 standards must 
meet. 

However, under the existing 
provisions of part 70, States may choose 
to defer the obligation of all nonmajor 
sources i o  obtain a permit until the EPA 
"com kites a rulemaking to determine 

for nonmajor sources and the 
appropriateness of any permanent 
exemptions *'* . Inpromulgating 
the permits d e .  the EPA committed to 
complete that rulemaking within 5 years 
after the approval of the first State part 
70 program that defers permitting of 
.nonma'or sources. . 

The b A  believes, for the same 
reasons stated in the preamble to the 
operating permits rule, that the benefits 
to be gained from the permitting of 
nonmajor souras subject to this r u l e a r c  
not likely to accrue during the early 
stages of the penpit program when 
permitting.authori.ties will be occupied 
with the task of issuing permits to majo 
sources. Once this task is complete, 
however. permitting authorities should 
be able to process permits for nonmajor 
sources subject to this rule on a 
relatively expedited basis. This 
expedited review should be the case, ic 
part, because of the presumptive 
suitability of these sources for general 
parmits. 

In accordance with section 117 of th t  
Act, ublication of these promulgated 
stanfads was preceded by mnsultatio 
with appropriate advisory committees, 
independent experts, and Federal 
de artments and agencies. 

h i s  m a t i o n  w i ~  be reviewed 8 
years from the date of promulgation as 
required by the Act. This w e w  will 
include an assessment of such factors 
the need for integration with other 
programs, the existence of alternative 
methods, enforceabilty, improvement 
in emission control technobgy, and 
reporting requirements. 
List of Subjects 
40CFRPart9 

requirements. 
40 Cl??3 ParC 63 

Intergovernmental relations, Reportin 
and recordkeeping requirements. 

Cam1 M. Browner, 
Administmtor. 

preamble, title 40, chapter I, of the (2 

how tg e program should be structured 

E 

- 

Reporting and recordkeeping 

Air pollution control, 

Dated: September 13.1993. 

For the reasons set out in the 
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of Federal Regulations is emended BS set dry cleaning facility that USBS 
forth below: perchloroethyhe. - 

PART 9--[AUENDED.J commencesconssudionor 
(b) Each dry deming spstem that 

I. The authority citation for part 9 

Authonw. 7 U.S.C. 135 etsq , ,  136-136y: 

21 US.C 331L 34- 348.31 U.S.C 970% 33 
U.S.C 1251 et-.. 1311,1313d. 3314,1321, 
1326.1330,134U14,1345(dl and (e), 1361; E.O. 

continues to read as fallows: 

15 U.S.C ~1.2003.2005,2006.2601-2671; 

reconstruction on or after December 9, 
1991, shall be in compliance with the 
provisions of W s  subpart beginning on 
September 22,1993 ar immediately 
upon startup, whichever is later, except 
for dry cleaning systems complying 
with section 112(if(2) of the Clean Air . .  

11735.38 FR 21243.3 1971-1975 

300f, 3Oa& 3OOel. 300g-2,3OOg-3,30~, 

4,3ooL-9,1857 e(stq.. 69014992k. 7401- 

G m p .  p. 973; 42 U.S.C. 241,242b. 243.246, 

3OOg-5.3oOg-e. 3oj-1,300i-2,3~3.3OOj- 

7671q. 7542.9601-8657.11023.11048. 

a new entry to the table under the 7 

indicated heading to read as follows 
§SA OM8 approvals umler the Papsmwlr 
Reduction Act. 

2. Section 9.1 is amended by adding 

~~ ~ 

40 CFR W o n  

0 c e e 

National Emission standards for 
Hazardous Ak Pollutants for 
sauree categofitm 
e e e 

a-325 -2mMx234 
* , *  4 

PART 63--NATIONALEMLSSK)N 
STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR 
POUUTANTS FOR SOURCE - 
CATEGORIES 

continues to read as follows: 

7416, and 760t 

3. n e  autllurity citation for part 63 

hfhui@ 42 U23.C 7401,7412,7414, 

4. Part 83 h&eeaded by adding 
subpart M to raad 89 follows: 
Subpart W a t f m a l  Perclrlorosthyrene Alr 
Emlsslon stsndard. for Dry Cksenlng 
F a c i l i i  
Sec. 
63.320 Applicability. 
63.321 Definitions. 
63.322 Standards. 
63.323 Twt mathis and ntcmitoning, 
63.324 Reporting and recordkeeping 

requirements. 
63.325 Determination of equident 

emission control technalogy. 

Subpart M-Natlonal 
Perchlomethytene Alr Emlsslon 
Standards for Dry Ckadng  feci^ 

Q 63.320 Appllesblllty. 
(a) The provisions of t&h subpart 

apply t0 the Ownar OT OperablX Of eech 

1993 / &des and Regulations 

(g, A dry c ledug facility is a major 
s o w  if the Wty emits or has the 
potential to emit more than 9.1 
megagrams per year (10 tons per year] 
of erddomethylene to the atmosphere. 
In pieu of measuring a facility's potential 
to ernit perchloroethylene emissions or 

B facility's potential to emit 

ckmin~ facility is a major source if: 
(I) It lncludes only drytodry 

machine(s1 and has a total yeerly 
p d o d y l e n e  consumption greeter 
than 8,000 liters (2,100 gallons) as 
detsnnined according to 8 63.323(d); or 

(2) It includes only transfer machine 
systeds) or both dry-toJdry machinefs) 
and transfer machine system(s) and has 
a total yeerly perchloroethylene 
consumption greater then 6,800 liters 
(1,800 gdons) as determined according 

perchlorue dete-81 ylene emissions, a dry 

- 

of ara ph ofthissection. 

perchlomethyiene consumption of a dry 
cleaning facility determined according 
to f63.323(d) is initially less than the 
amountsspecified In paragraph (g) of 
this d o n ,  but then exceeds those 
emounts,thedrycleaningfadlity 
becomes amajor source and all dry 
cleaning qstam Iocated at that dry 
deaning facility must comply with the 
appropriate requirements fnr major 
sources under Oh 63.322,63.323, and 
63.324 by 180 dendar days from the 
date that &e facility detecaines it has 
exceeded the amount P d *  s prby 
Se tember 23,1996. 

machines are exempt from the 
requirements of this subpart. 

9- - 
-oftheUIlitsdS&tes -+ 

EnvimnmentalFrotechan - Agencyarhis 
orherauthorized (0.g.. a 
Statethathasbee 
authoritytoimplementtheprwisiansod 
thispart). . 

Anciilmgequipmentmeansthe = 
equipmentdwithadqcleaning 
machine ina *cleaning system 
includiq but not limited to, emission 
control &vices, pumps iWrs.muck 
cookers, S K I 4  solxent tanks, solvent 
containers, water separators, exhaust 
dampers, diwstervalves 
fnterwrmecting piping, hoses, and - 
ducts. . 

AttideJmeancfathing,gaxmmts, 
textiles,fabricJlbatkgoods, and the 
like, that are dry cfsaned. 

Arr?asourcemeansany 
-Yl=e dry * w 
that meets the conditions of § 63.320&). 

6) IfR tayea r1y  

&ever is later. 
&~coin-operatddrydi3aning 

meansthe . .  



Biweekly meansany leday period of 
tima 
Carbonadsorbermsansabecfof 

perchloroethylene gas-vaporstreamis 
muted~wbid~adscubsdre  
perchloroethy€- an h e  carbon. 

Coin-opemted drycleaningmac&im 
mean;Fadrychming&e.ttratis 
operatedbytheccltPtDmer(thtis,the 
customer p h a r t i c l e s  into dm 
machine, hrrns the nrachine on. and 
removes articles from the machine). 

Colorimetric detecior tube means a 
glass tube (sealed prior to use), 
containing material impregnated with a 
chemical that is sensitive to 
perchloroethylene and is designed to 
measure the concentration & - 
perchloroethylene in air. 

&nssuction. for purposes of this 
subpart, means the hbricatiou (onsite), 
erection, or installationofa dry cleaning 
system subject to  thissubpart. 

Desorption means regmeratian of a 
carhon adsorber hy removai of the 
p e r c h l h f l e n e  adsnddon the 
carbon. 

D i v e s  valve means a flaw contml 
device thatprevents mom air from 
passing. t b u &  a refiigmted condenser 
when the doar of the-dry dstmiug 
machine is open. 

Dry cleaning means the process of 
cleaning ai.sides using 
perchloroathy lane.. 
Dry cleuning cycle means the washing 

. and drying ofarticles.inadry-to-dry 
llzBchins or transfer machip0 system. 
Dry ckaning facilify maas an 

establishment with one at m m  dry 
cleanin systems. 

drymrtchinsareachmachheofa 
transfer machine system. 
Dry clenniwmachine divpl means 

the perforated container h i d e  the dry 
deanin machine that holds the articles 
during%y&aning. 

L?iy cleaning system means B dry-to- 
dry machine and- its mcillarg 
equipment or a transfer machina system 
and its ancillary qu i  ment 

r e m  d o ~ e m f k o m a r t i c l e s  
by tumb?ing them in a heated air stream 
(see reclaimer). 

a c t i w t e d h m i n t a  whicka~~air- 

D r y c f e a n i n g m a ~ m e a n s a  dry-to- 

Dlyerm-sa macBine used tu 

Drpto-diy &nermms a one- 
. rnachinectrydedn aperationin 

whichw*and&m 
performedinthgsamemschine. 

devicethat ventstfie& 
pe~Io&mega4-vaporstream 
from exiting thedkyeleadng macfiine 
into eambcm txhrber M i r m  air 
is dmwn b t u  the dry d e  machine. 

Decamber 9,19W. 

Exhaust diunpermeans a ffow contml 

E j d s t i n g m e a n s a A  
constructto * rt~lBCOl&XC&bI%beb€~ 

F i l t e r m e a n s a p o r o r r s ~ h m g h  
uhi& perchloroethylenekpassed ta 
remove contamktsm suspension. 

to, lintfilter(butt0n trap), cartridge 
f i k  tubulm filter, regeneratimfilter, 
prefilter, polishing filter, and spin disc 
filter. 

heat the air stream circulated from the 
dry deanhngmachi~~~dnun, aftem 
perchloroethylene has been condensed 
from the air stream and befoiv &a 
stream r%entemthe dkydeaning 
machinedrum. 

Major source means any dry deaning 
facility that meets the conditions of 
5 63.32U(gl. 

Muck cooker m m a  device for, 
heating ped.d~len&deledea.ruaste 
material to volatilize and recovef 
perchloroethylene: 

New means.wmmenced construction 
orreconstructiancntorafti3rDecember 
9.1991. 

Perceptible Letdcs meen any 
~ l e i x f ~ ~ a p o r a t l i ~ l e a k s  
that are obvious ikmx 
(1) The odot ofpch€omethylene; 
(2) VisuaLobservatinn, such as ponls 

or droplets of hqui& ar 
0 1  Tlie detechon of gas flow by 

passingthefingersoverthed~eof 
equipment. 

Perchhwthyleze consumption 
means the tatat. volume of 
perchloroethylene ptdmsdbasect 
uponprlrchese receipts 01 other reliable 
measures. 

Reclaimermeam amachine d to 
remove p e d d y b n e  Erom articles 
by tumblhqtham in e heated airstream 
(see dry&. 

Reconsfruction, for purposes af this 
subparti m a a m r a p h ~ o f a w a s h e r ,  
dryer, or reclaimr. arm&cemmt of 
any components of &dry deaning 
system to such an extent that tfie fixed 
capital cost of h n e w  components 
exceeds 50 peixantofthefixed'capi~ 
cost that wod&6e Feqtrired to cxmshct 
a comparablenewsom. 

r e c o v q ~ f n t o  whi&mazrc 
perchlomethybnegas-vapor stream is 
routed and dieperchloroelhylene-is 
CondensedEJyCoelingthe gas-vapr 
stream. 

coiI w n W g  the chilled liquid used 
to cool end d e n s e  the: 

Examples includa, hut ere net limited 

Heuting coil meensthe device used to 

Re;Figemtedmdemermeensevqmr 

Refrigemaed condenser wi&rneans the 

p s r c h l o d  lene. 

following: 
(a) For a cmpomtm * z x A ~ d e n c  

ssXm3*, ~ m v i c e r p r e s i d e n t o f  
the cnrporation.inchaqpa€a.principd 
b a s i w s s f a u ~ a r  any ather person 
who performs similax PoliCJp or 

Respunsi6 r e o w d  meens one ofthe 

decision-mekiq liuxctiuas fix-the 
corporation, or a dul 
representativa B f w E c K x e  
mpreentative is reqonsi6ie for &e 
averan operatimofoneormora-dry 
cleaning W t i e s r  

(2) For 6 par+mrship: A p e d  
partner; 

(3) For a sole pmprietorsbiE: The 
owner: or 

(4) For B muniCipa&y. State. Federal, 
or otherpublic agmcyrEither B 
principal executive o h  wranEng 
official. 

Boom enclosure means a statiarrary 
structure that endoses B transfer 
machine system, and is vented to E 
carbon adsorljer or an quiuaient control 
device during operation of thatransfer 
-machines stem. 

means each dry cleaning system. 
Still meansauy device used to 

volatilize and recDver perchloroethybnne 
from contamhated pexhlomathyhe. 

Tempemture sensor means a 
themamar 01 thermocouple usad to 

Tmnsfeerrnache systemmeans a 
&tip- -adiycleaning 
operation hwhkhWashTng and drying 
are, performedin dif&renimachims 
ExampIas incIude. but aranotEmitad 
to: 
(1) A UItaSher and dryerbk 
(2) A washer and redaim&$. ar 

reClWr(S). 
W&meansamachineusadta 

&an arrirrlns6y hmmsingthernin 
perchloroethyIene. This hcIud,es a dry- 
to+ machine when used withe 
rl3claimclL 

Watersepmtormeans any deuice 
used to recover p m y l e n e  from 
B watez-percblomethylene mixture. 

Year or Yearly means any collSaCUtiV~ 
12-manth peiiaa of time. 

563.322 standards. 
(a) The owner or operator of each 

existing dry cleaning S y S t a m S h a t l  
comply with either paragraph (aI(1) or 
(a)@) of @is section. end shall comply 
with pacagraph (a)@) of this s&ti.tm if 
ap licahle. 

gwvapor stream c~teiaed within ea& 
drycleaningxxtt&imtbmugha 

contra€.devicei 

gas-vapor stream contained within sa& 
dryd.mxingmthmu&ttmnrgErdon 
adsorberinstalled ontbdrycleaning 

(3)Cantainthedcgdeaningde 

cleaning machine is a transfermnrrhinct 

Source, f or purposes ofthis iubpart, 

-temp-- 

(3) A dry-ta-dry- m a & h  and: 

&) Route theaiE-pend;oroethylybe 

( 2 l l h U t A W a i X * & Y h  

refrign,rlited d e n s e r  OEaaeqniVaIent 

d * t o S e * 2 5 1 9 8 S  

insidesrmmrenclosuntif~dry 
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system located at a major source. Each 
mom enclosure shall be: 

im ermeable to perqhloroethylene; and 

a negative pressure st each opening at 
all times that the machine is o erating. 

cleaning system: "r 1) Shall route the air- 
perchloroethylene gas-vapor stream 
contained within each dry cleaning 
machine through a refrigerated 
condenser or an equivalent control 
device: 

(2) Shall eliminate any emission of 
perchloroethylene during the transfer of 
articles between the washer and 

perchloroe ylene gas-vapor stream 
from inside the dry cleaning machine 
drum through a carbon adsorber or 
equivalent control device immediately 
before or a5 the door of the dry cleaning 
machine is opened if the dry cleaning 
machine is located at a major source. 

(c) The owner or operator shall close 
the door of each dry cleaning machine 
immediately after transferring artides to 
or from the machine, and shall keep the 
door closed at all other times. 

(d) The owner or o erator of each dry 

maintain the system according to the 
manufbctwrers' specifications and 
recommendations. 

(e) Each refrigerated condenser used 
for the purposes of complying with 
paragraph (a) or (b) of this section and 
installed on a dry-to-dry machine, dryer, 
or reclaimer: 
(I) Shall be operated to not vent or 

release the air-perchloroeth lene gas- 
vapor stream contained wi&n the dry 
cleaning machine to the atmosphere 
while the dry cleaning machine drum is 

(i) Constructed of materials e. 11) Designed and operated to maintain 

(b) The owner or operator o P each new 

~ ~ $ 2 ~ Y ~ a s s  the air- - 

. 
cleaning system sha s operate and 

. 

- - rotatin ; 
(21 S%dl .be monitored accordinn to " 

Q 63;323(a)(l); and 
(3) Shall be operated with a diverter 

valve, which prevents air drawn into the 
dry cleaning machine when the door of 
the machine is open fmm passing 
throu the refrigerated condenser. 

for the purpose of complying with 
. paragraph (a) of this section and 

installed on a washer: 

air-perchloroethylene gas-vapor 
contained within the washer to the 
atmosphere until the washer door is 

(fj l!? ch refrigerated condenser used 

(1) Shall be operated to not vent the 

opened; 
(2) Shall be monitored according to 

5 63.323[a)(2); and 
(3) Shall not use the same refrigerated 

condenser coil for the washer that is 
used by a dry-to-dry machine, dryer, or 
reclaimer. 

- 

. 

(SI Each carbon adsorber used for the 
purposes of complying with paragraphs 
(a) or (b) of this section: 
(1) Shall not be bypassed to vent or 

release any air-perchloroethylene gas- 
vapor stream to the atmosphere at any 
time: and 

(2) Shall be monitored according to 
the applicable requirements in 5 63.323 
(b) or (4. 

(h) Each room enclosure used for the 
purposes of complying with paragraph 
(a)(3) of this section: 
(I) Shall be operated to vent all air 

from the room enclosure through a 
carbon adsorber or an equivalent control 
device; and 

(2) Shall be equipped with a carbon 
adsorber that is not the same carbon 
adsorber used to comply with paragraph 
(a)@) or (b)(3) of this section. 

affected facility shall drain all cartridge 
filters in their housing, or other sealed 
container, for a minimum of 24 hours, 
or shall treat such filters in an 
equivalent manner, before removal from 
the dry cleaning facility 

(j) The owner or operator of an 
affected facility shall store all 
perchloroethylene and wastes that 
contain perchloroethylene in selvent 
tanks or solvent containers with no 
perceptible leaks. 
- (k) The owner or operator of a dry 
cleaning system shall inspect the 
following components weekly for 
perceptible leaks while the dry cleaning 
system is operating: - 
(1) Hose and pipe connections. 

fittings, couplings. and valves: 
(2) Door gaskets and seatings; 
(3) Filter gaskets and seatings; 

(5) Solvent tanks and containers; 
(6) Water separators: 
(7) Muck cookers: 
(8) stills; 
(9) Exhaust dampers; 
(10) Diverter valves; and 
(11) Cartridge filter housings. 
(1) The owner or operatar of a dry 

cleaning facility with a total facility 
consumption below the applicable 
consumption levels of C 63.320(d) or (e) 
shall ins ct the components listed in 

arappr(k) of this section biweekly 
perceptible leaks while the dry 

cleanin system is operating. 
(m) &e owner or operator of a dry 

cleaning system &all repair all 
perceptible leaks detected under 
paragraph (k) of this section within 24 
hours. If mpair parts must be ordered, 
either a written or verbal order for those 
parts shall be initiated within 2 working 
days of detecting such a leak. Such 
repair parts shall be installed within 5 
working days after receipt. 

(if The owner or operator of an 

(4) Pumps; 

(n) If parameter values monitored 
under paragraphs (e). (0, or (gl of this 
section do not meet the values specified 
in 8 63.323(a). @I, or (c), adjustments or 
repairs shall be made to the dry cleaning 
system or control device to meet those 
values. If repair parts must be ordered, 
eitheF a written or verbal order for such 
parts shall be initiated within 2 working 
da s of detecting such a parameter 

installed within 5 working days after 
receipt. 
563.323 Test rnethoda and monitoring. 

(a) When a refrigerated condenser is 
used to comply with § 63.322(a)[l) or 
(bI(l1: 

(1) The owner or operator shall 
measure the temperature of the air- 
perchloroethylene gas-vapor stream on 
the outlet side of the refrigerated 
condenser on a dry-to-dry machine, 
dryer, or reclaimer weekly with a 
temperature sensor to determine if it is 
equal to or less than 7.2 Of: (45 OF). The 
temperature sensor shall be used 
according to the manufacturer's 
instructions and shall be designed to 
measure a temperature of 7.2 OC (45 OF) 
to an accuracy off  1.1 "C (32 OF). 

(2) The owner or operator shall 
calculate the difference between the 
temperature of the air-perchloroethylene 
gas-vapor stream entering the 
refrigerated condenser on a washer and 
the temperature of the air- 
perchloroethylene gas-vapor stream 
exiting the refrigerated condenser on d e  
washer weekly to determine that 'he 
difference is greater than or equal to 

(i) Measurements of the inlet and 
outlet streams shall be made with a 
temperature sensor. Each temperature 
sensor shall be used accordiig to the 
manufacturer's instructions, and 
designed to measure at least a 
temperature range from 0 "C (32 OF) to 
48.9 "c [12o to an accuracy of It 1.1 

v ay ue. Such repair parts shall be 

11.1 "C (20 OF). 

I .  

"C (i 2 "F). 
fiil The difference between the inlet 

and butlet tem eratures shail be - 
calculated wee y from the measured -_ 
values. - 

(b) When a carbon adsorber is'used to 
comply With Q 63.322(a)(2) or exhaust is 
passed through a carbon adsorber 
immediately upon machine door 
apening to comply With § 63.322(b)[3), 
the ewer or operator shall measure the 
concentration of perchloroethylene in 
the exhaust of the carbon adsorber 
weekly with a colorimetric detector 
tube, while the dry cleaning machine is 
venting to that carbon adsorber at the 
end of the last dry cleaning cycle prior 
to desorption of that carbon adsorber to 
determine that the pedoroethylene 

f$ - 



.: . 
. .  .- . . : 

concentration intho axhaust is & 
or leas than iao-par& pet millionby 
voiume. The owner or operator shall: 
(I) Use arnlorirnairicdetectar tube 

designed tn measure acPI1cenWan of 
100 artspermiIlionbyvolumaaf 
p & 1aroethyIenein air to 811 accuracy 
of i 25 parts per milliaa by VOW; and 

(2) us3thflcOr- * detectortubs 
according to the m m d k t u d s  
instructions: and 

(3) Provide 6 sampling port for 
monitoringwithln the exhaust outIet of 
the carbon adsoher that 1s easily 
accessible end Iocated at Ie& 8 stack or 
duct diameters downs- from any 
flow disturbance such as B bend, 
expansion. contraction, or outlet; 
downstream &om 110 other i n k  and 2 
stack or duct diameters str8am from 

expansion, contraction, Wet. or outl'et. 
(c] I€ the air-pd-ylene g m  

vapor stream is passed t;tuclrtgh a carbon 
adsorbsr prior to machine door opening 
to comply with 5 63.322&)(3), the owner 
or operator of an affected facility shall 
measure the concentration of 
perch!oroethylene in the dry cleaning 
machine drum at the end of the dry 
cleaning cycle weekly with a 
colorimetric detector tube to determine 
that the perchloroethylene 
concentration is equal to or less than 
300 parts per million by volume. The 
owner or operator shall: 

(1) Use a colorimetric detector tube 
designed to measure a concentration of 
300 parts per million by volume of 
perchloroethylene in air to an accuracy 
of *75 parts per million by volume; and 

(2) Use the colorimetric detector tube 
according to the manufacturer's 
instructions: and 

(3) Conduct the weekly monitoring by 
inserting the colorimetric detector tube 
into the open space above the articles at 
the rear of the dry cleaning machine 
drum immediately upon opening the 
dry clesning machine door. 

perchloroethylene consumption for the 
purpose of demonstrating applicability 
according to 3 63.320, the owner or 
operator shall perform the following 
calculation on the first day of every 
month: 

perchloroethylene purchases made in 
each of the previous 12 months, as 
recorded in the log described in 
5 63.324(d)(l). 

(2) If no pe'chlomthylene purchases 
were made in a given month. then the 
perchloroethylene consumption for that 
month is zero gallons. 

(3) T h e  total s u m  calculated in 
paragraph (d) of this section is the 

any flow disturbance su 3 &pa bend, 

(d) When calculating yearly 

(1) Sum the volume of all 

' the ptuIysOly&t 'OIL. 
3 63.324 ~ e p h g m d r - w n g  . 

requirements. 
[e) Each owner or operator. ofa dj 

calculated accordin-s+.ij; 
(2):lVbeth~rarnotthsgare in. 

comptiaace & ectpp~d 
U i r e ~ O f S  63=and 

(d) Ea&.~-ataperatorofbdry- 
deaning facility Bhallkeep&p.tsaf 

of the following infmmation and 
- mainteiri d irtFnrmeti0nonsitettn.d 

. years: 
(1) The mime o f p d - w a n e  

cleaning faciliiy shall submit an initial 
report signed by a responsible officiaI .*. a m m i n b  
before a notary p u b k  CertiIjing that the statement h?- and;tnra 
infbqnation providedh the initid 
re ort is accurate andtnte to the. 

d e r  Sbptember 22,1993, which 
includBs the foliowin 
(1) Themame and afdress of the 

owner or operator;. 
(2) The address (that is, physical. 

location) of h e  dry deaningfacilifp; purchd each bu 
(3) A bri'efhription of thetype of 

cleaning facility; perchloroethylene pur&ases;.if rm. 
(4) Documentation asdixicribed' in 

5 63.323(d) of they8ady 
p e ~ l o ~ ~ y 1 e n e . m n s u m p t i o n  at the, 
dqdeminghci l i ty  f a  the previous 
year to demonstrate applicability 
according to 5 63.320: or an estimation 
of perchloroethylene consumption for 
the previous year to estimate 
ap liability with 5 63.320; and 

device(s) that will be used to achieve 
compliance with 5 63.322 (a) or (b) and 
whether the control device(s) is 
currently in use or will be purchased. 

(6) Documentation to demonstrate to 
the Administrator's satisfaction that 
each room enclosure used to meet the 
requirements of 5 63 322(a)(3) meets the 
requirements. of 5 63.322(a)(3) (i) and 
(ii). 

(b) &ch owner or 0perato.r of a dry 
cleaning facility shall submit a 
statement signed by a responsible 
official in the presence of a notary 
public to the Administrator by 
registered letter on or before the 30th 
day following the compliance dates 
specified in S 63.320 (b) or (c). certifying . 
the following: 

(1) The yearly perchloroethylene 
solvent consumption limit based upon 
the yearly solvent consumption 
calculated according to 5 63.323[d); 

(2) Whether or not they are in 
compliance with each applicable 
re uirement of 5 63.322: and 

?3) All information contained in the 
statement is accurate and true. 

(c) Each owner or operator of an area 
source dry cleaning facility that exceeds 
the solvent consumption limit certified 
in paragraph fb) of this section shall 
submit a statement signed by a 
hponsible official in the presence of a 
notary public to the Administrator by 
registered letter on or before the 30th 
day following the compliance dates 
specified in 5 63.320(f) or (i). certifying 
the following: 

X L inistrator within 90 calendar days p e d - t j , y l - : I m d & I l o g  

&ow it upon.request 6orsperid af 5. 

&y cleaning m a i d a t  &edry d e w  facilivwdfmm 

-perchlomewlene is puxdmed dmhg a 
given manthth~dmawmer oraperator. 
would enter ~ m g a l l o ~ - ~ o  tim. 

(2) The cahkathn andmsult of 
yearly perchloroethylene consumption 
determined On the first day Of each 
month as S mified in s 63*323(d); 

system 'components are inspected for 

§ 63-322(k) Or 0)s and the lmm Or 
location ofdry cleaning system 
components where perceptible leaks are 
detected; 

(4) 'J%e dates of repair and records of 
written or verbal orders for repair parts 
to demonstrate compliance with 
5 63.322(m) and (n); 

(5)  The dste and temperature sensor 
'monitoring result. as sp.ecified in 
$ 63.323 if a refrigerated condensar is 
used to comply with fs 63.322(a) or (b); 
and 

(6) The date and colorimetric detector 
tube monitoring results, as specified in 
fs 63.323. if a carbon adsorber is used to 
comply With 5 63.322(a)(2) or (b)(3). 

(e) Each owner or operator of a dry 
cleaning facility shall retain onsite a 
copy of the design specifications and 
the operating manuals for each dry 
cleaning system and each emission 
control device located at the dry 
cleaning facility. 

unl*8Lon contra' tbchnolOW 

of cekain equipment or procedures be 
considered 'equivalent to the 
requimments under $63.322 shall 
collect. verify, and submit to the 
Administrator the followbg informatior 
to show that the alternative achieves 
equivalent emission reductions: 
(1) Diagrams, as apprupriate, 

illustrating the emission contml 
technology, its operation and integratio: 
into or function with dry-to-dry 

7.E 
(3) The c f  ates when the dry cleaning 

&) A description of the type of control Perceptible leab* 8s S p e c i f i d  in 

j63m atsmrinstlon of .qulviiint 

(a) Any person requesting that the use 
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machine(s) or transfer machine maintenance of the specific dry cleaning impacts are less than or qual to the 
system(s) and their ancillary equipment system from which the solvent mileage cross-media impacts of a refrigerated 
during each ortion of the normal dry information was obtained; condenser. - 
cleanin cyc P e; (b) For the purp~se of determining 

(2) Information quantifying vented requirements and parameters to monitor equivalency to control equipment 
perchloroethylene einissions from the to ensure proper operation and required under C 63.322, the 
dry-to-dry machine(s) or transfer maintenance of the candidate emission Administrator &e petition 
machine system(s) during each portion control technology; to determine whether equivalent control 
of the dry cleaning cycle with and (5) Explanation of why this of perchloroethylene emissions has been 
without the use of the candidate information considered accurate a d  adequately demonstrated. 
emission control technology; representative of both the short-term 
(3) Information on solvent mileage and the long-term performance of the & , t e e e s  that equipment and 

achieved with and without the candidate emission control technology may be the 
Admfnistrator will publish a notice in candidate emission control technology. on the specific dry cleaning system 
the Federal Register proposing to Solvent mileage is the average weight of examined; 
consider this equipment or these articles cleaned per volume of (6) Explanation of why this 
procedures as equivalent. After notice perchloroethylene used. Solvent information can or cannot be 

Administrator will publish the final duration for at least 1 year under the other than the specific system(s) 
determination of equivalency in the conditions of a typical dry cleaning examined; and 

operation. This information on solvent (7) Information on the cross-media 
mileage must be accompanied by impacts (to water and solid waste) of the 
information on the design, -didate emissim control technology [pR Doc. 93-23064 Piled 9-21-93; 8:45 am] 
configuration, operation, and and demonstration that the cross-media EIUW COM aw-m-~ 

(4) Identification of maintenance 

(c) Where the Administrator 

mileage data must be of continuous extrapolated to dry 'leaning and opportunity for public &e 

- 

, 


